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PART IV. 
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A general Differ tat ion, or Proof, concerning the Canonical Au- 
thority of the Four Gofpels. 

BEFORE I enter upon the proof of the Canonical autho* 
rity of each of the Gofpels in particular, it will be very 
ferviceable to my defign to obferve and {hew, that the primi- 
tive Chrijiians have exprefsly acknowledged only four Gofpels ; 
and thofe four Gofpels which we now receive under the names of 
AfattheWy Mark j Luke y and John y to be genuine and Canoni- 
cal. I (hall produce the feveral teftimonies which I have ob- 
ferved, according to the order of time in which the writers 
lived 5 and among thefe it will not be amifs to place, 
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% A Proof of the Authority PART IV. 

i. St. John. 

I. The teftimony of St. John the Apoftle ; concerning 
whom we are told by Eufebius % That when the three Gofpeh 
(of Matthew^ Mark, and Luke) were publijhed and known to 
every body, "St. "John at length f aw them^ approved them, and 
confirmed the truth if them; but (owned) that they were de- 
fective as to the -account ofthofe things which were done by our 
Saviour at the beginning of his miniJiry——For which reafon 
yobn, being defer ed by his friends ^ fupplted the defecls of the 
three other j, and wrote bis Gofpel to inform us of that tirne^ and 
the things which were done by our Saviour an $t y yxi^before the 
imprifonment of John the Baptift* Now hence it follows ; 

1. That before St. John wrote his Gofpel, the Chriftians 
of that firft age owned and received no other than the Gofpels 
of Matthew, Mark, and Luke ; although it is certain there 
were many other falfe Gofpels extant at that time, as I have 
elfewhere proved. 

2. That thefe three were univerfally received and approved, 

3. That they were with juft reafon fo approved, becaufe St. 
John alfo did approve them* - 

Befides this teftimony of Eufebius, I find in a very old book, 
intitled, M^tof T»/x«&a top 'AworoAe, i. e. The Martyrdom of 
Timothy the Apoflle, of which we have an extraft in Photius 
(Cod. ecliv.) j u That when, after the death of Domitian, 
" Nerva became Emperor, John returned to Ephefus, from 
"^ which place he had been banifhed by Domitian, he then 
u took the feveral books which contained the hiftory of our 
i€ Saviour's fufferings and miracles and do&rines, and were 
u now tranflated into feveral different languages, reviewed 
" them, rectified them, and joined himfelf to the former three 
*' Evangelifts (by writing his Gofpel )." I confefs I cannot 


vr,v q\ ccfet faim&ai t?> y^^S t»jv 

<ZSic) TWV %f Tf snotS fCj *a\ UfXW Ttf 


mp rovrfift tvtxot (ftyA to? «Vo$-oX«» 
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certainly determine the age of this book. There is a book 
extant, intitled The Martyrdom of Timothy^ which goes urider 
the name of Polycratcs, a Bifhop of Ephcfus, in the latter end 
of the fecond century, out of which Photius feems to have 
made this extract ; and if this be truej it makes the hiftory 1 
more valid : but it muft be owned that fevera) learned men are 
of opinion this book was not made by Polycrates, into which 
it is not my bufinefs here to enquire* 

a. St. PoLYCARP. 

II. The teftimony of Polycarp, who> according to Ire- 
naeus % was not only inftru&ed by the Apofths, and acquainted 
xvitb many who had feen Chrift ^ but placed by the Apojiles in 
A/ia y as Bijbop of Smyrna, whom, fays he, / alfo faw when I 
was young. He (Porycarp) exprefsly mentions together our 
four Gofpefa and their authors thus : ** b It was not without 
" reafon that the Evangelifts began their Gofpels different 
" ways ; though the defign of each of them was the iame* 
" Matthew, becaufe he wrote to the Hebrews, began with the 
" genealogy of Chrift, that he might evidence Chrift to be 
a defcended of that family, which all the Prophets had foretold 
a he fhould defcend from. John being fixed among the 
w Epheflans, who as Gentiles were ignorant of the law, be* 
<€ gan his Gofpel with an account ofthecaufe of our redemp* 
" tion, viz. that God would have his Son become incarnate 

• K«* TloTwxagiroq $\ ov /now* <!"* eum nafcittirum univerfi Pro- 

M *vof6**» iA*$*rtv$tU> yea) <rv*- P hctae cecinerant. Joannes autem 

«««?«?* sr«W»* mk tAp X«r** * Epbefum conftitutus, qui legem 

™ » fc .* , « N , ", tanquam ex Gentibus ignorabant, a 

UQ**m>*»m w »*o am*** ^ ^ft^ redcm ptioms Erange. 

»nrH9«(iKm| A<r*a* w vy h Hi iumpfit exordium 5 quae caufa ex 

Xpvptj) utxhn&'ut iflriOTcoirof, ov xal eo apparet, quod filium fuum Deus 

i}f4E*V tvfoutafjLt* l» tv npuTY) YipZ* pro noftra i'alutc voluit incarnari. 

*W«t. Adv. BfeereL 1. %'. c. 3. £»ifcaa vero a Zacbariae facerdotio 

et apud Eu&b. 1. 4. c. 14. incipit, ut ejus filii miraculo nativi- 

k RationabiliterEvangeliftaprin- *? ti8 > et tanti P"****** " 8 officio > 

eipiis diverfis utuiffur, quamvis una • D «^«"tatem Chrifti gentibus decla- 

eademque evangelizandi eorum pro- raret * Unde et Marcus antiqtia pro- 

betur intentio. Matthseus, ut He- phetici myfterii competentia adven- 

broeis fcribens, genealogiae Chrifti * U1 Chrifti declarat, ut non nova, 

ordinem tejmit, ut oftenderet ab ea fed . a 1 *"!"*"* prolata ejus Prsedi- 

Chriftum defcend iffe progenie, de <*tio probaretur, 
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" for our falvation. Luke begins with the priefthood of Za- 
iC charias, that by the account of his fon's miraculous birth, 
(c and his being fo confiderable a preacher, he might evidence 
cc the divinity of Chrift to the Gentiles. Mark began his 
" Gofpel with the explication of fome antient prophecies re- 
i( lating to the coming of Chrift, that his Gofpel might ap* 
<c pear no new thing, but the fame as had been of old." For 
this fragment of Polycarp we are obliged to Feuardentius, 
who in his notes on Irenaeus, 1. 3. c. 3. publiflied it with 
fome other fragments of Polycarp out of a very antient manu- 
fcript of Vi&or Capuanus's Catena, upon the ,four Evange- 
lifts, which Catena he there promifes to publifli ; but whether 
he did or no, I know not. Vi&br Capuanus lived, according 
to Feuardentius, in the year of Chrift 480. Johan. Jacob. 
Grynaeus (Praefat. in Orthodoxograpba) places him fooner, 
viz. A. D. 455 ; but Bellarmine*, and Dr. Cave b , place him 
near a hundred years later, viz. in the year 540, and 545, as 
alfo does Dr. Mill c . # 

3. Tatian. 

III. That there were only the four Gofpels of Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, and John, received in the middle part of the fe- 
cond century, is evident from Tatian's Harmony, which was 
made about that time* He was a fcholar of Juftin Martyr, 

and cv*a,$uoin Tivct kuI crvvocyuyhv &* o*^' onus ru» ev&yfthtvv a-v»§us 9 t« 
&d TBcrcafuv <roz/ro irpotretfOfAtunt* o xai vrctf% rw» tUrtn ryt <pi%troti 

(Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. lib. 4. c. 29.) compiled a certain harmony 
of the Gofpels^ and called iV, The Gofpel of the .Four ; which 
is even to this day in the hands of fome* The fame account is 
alfo in Epiphanius, HaereF. 46. n. 1. There can be no rea- 
fonable doubt but that thefe four were the Gofpels of Mat- 
thew, Mark, Luke, and John ; for not only the number 
agrees, but thefe were the only four Gofpels that ever were 
reduced to a harmony. Befides, if the above-mentioned Vic- 
tor Capuanus is to be credited, the Harmony of Tatian is ftili 
extant ; for that which he publifhed in the fifth or fixth cen- 

• De Scrjptor. Ecclef. ad voc. c Prokgom. in Nov. Tcftam. 

* Hift. Liter, tonv i. p. 411. §. 351. 

tury, 
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tury, with a preface to prove it was wrote by Tatian, we 
have now printed among the Ortbodoxographa z \ and this 
contains our prefent four Gofpels, and no other. But I 
muft own that I queftion much, whether this be the work of 

Tatian, or no ; for the genealogy of Chrift is in this Harmony 
of Tatian b , which was not in the antient one under his 
names 

It may indeed be obje&ed that Vi&or Capuanus, in his pre- 
face to that which he thought to be the Harmony of Tatian, 
lays, that he gave his work the title ofiDiapente*. I find \ fays 
he, by the hi/lory of Eufebius, that Tatian, a very learned man 
and excellent orator of that time^ compiled one Gofpel out of the 
four j to which he gave the title of Diapente, u e. of five ; or, 
The Gofpel of Five: as though he had made his Harmony 
out of five Gofpels. Accordingly, I find that Grotius c has 
explained the word Diapente \ Tatian, fays he, when he made 
one Gofpel out of four, followed not only the Greeks but the He- 
brew copies of Matthew j whence it came to pafs that his work*, 
which was commonly called a»<* Tinrdpn, or The Gofpel of 
Four, was by others called, The Gofpel according to the He- 
brews ; by others Awe n/w, or The Gofpel of Five. 

To this I anfwer, (i.) That though I queftion not but 
Tatian made ufe of the Hebrew topics of St. Matthew, yet 
he made ufe of them as what he looked upon to be the moft 
authentick and genuine, and fo made no ufe of the Greek, as 
of another or fifth Gofpel. ' This is wh*t I have conje&ured, 
and endeavoured to prove in the firft volume f ; but all which 
can be concluded hence is, that by a miftake he made ufe 
of an interpolated corrupt tranflation of St. Matthew, in- 

• Vol. x. p. 659, &c. thodoxogr. p. 659. 

«» See chap. v. Orthodoxogr. p. e Puto autem Tatiamim, cum ex 

663. quatuor Evangeliis unum concinna- 

c This I have obferved already, ret, fecutum in Matthaei verbis non 

Vol. I. Part II. ch. xxxix. p. 390. Graecos tantum, led et Hebraeos co- 

d Ex hiftoria quoque ejus (icii. dices, unde Evangelium illud quod 

Eufebii) comperi, quod Tatianus, vulgo Ata Ttovdfv*, per Quatuor, 

vk eruditiffimus, et orator illius ab- aliis di&um fecundum Hebneot* 

temporis clariflimus, unum ex qua- ab aliis vero A** Mm, per Quia- 

tuor compaginaverit Evangelium, que . Axmoti in Titul. Matth. 
cui titulum Diapente impofuit. Or- f j, oc , j^ c j tat . p# 3 gg f 3 8 9 . 
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ftead of the true Greek original, ftill looking upon it as the 
work of that Evangelift, which is fufficient to my purpofc. 

2. As to Grotius's conje&ure, that it was called Am riim, 
or The Go/pel of Five* for the above-mentioned reafon, it 
feems to me entirely to be founded upon a falfe reading ; and 
that inftead of Aw* Utm we are to read in the preface of Viftor 
A»<* Twvapt t as is well conje&ured by Mr. Fabricius*. My 
reafons for this correction are, 

i. That Vi&or in his preface fays, be found the account 
which he gives in the Hiftory of Eufebius j but there is n* 
fuch thing to be found in Eufebius * r but oil the contrary he faith, 
Tatian gave his work the title of tku* TWofw, u e. The Go/pel 
of Four. Either therefore Vi&or Capuanus was miftajcen, or 
elfe we muft corre& his words by thofe of Eufebius, from 
whom he transcribed ; i. e. for At* rfeV™, muft read A*« T«r- 
oiyn ; The Gofpel of Four ', and not The Gofpel of Five. 

2. If Vi&or Capuanus had thought any thing of five Gof- 
pels being in Tatian's work, he would not have laid expreftly, 
<* Unum ex quatuor compaginaverjt Evangelium," He com- 
piled one out of four Gofpels. \ 

3. Theodoret (who lived in or not long before the time of 
Vidtor Capuanus, viz, about the year of Chrift 450.) tells u$, 
He compofed a Gofpel ™ &« TW«f«» xoAtf/aw, i. e. which was 
called The Gofpel of Four \ 

Upon the whole tben I conclude, there were but four Gof- 
pels, viz. thofe of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, in ufe in 
the Church in the time of Tatian, i. e. in the time of Juftin 
Martyr, who was Tatian's matter. 

4. Irenaus. 

IV. Irenaeus, who was cotemporary with Tatian, has 
abundantly evidenced, that there were no more than the four 
GoJpelS) which we now receive, then received in the Church* 

* Cod Apoc, Nov, Teft. tom.i. of this place, v«. That for Aut 

P* 379* . . Xiirn we mould read Ai* Uarrur, 

« \ 1 Ita 3?l e : Fab ? ,# ,lb * ?: c / ap / meaning that the title imported, 

Befides all I have faid on this head, The Gofpel of all the Four, or the 

it may not be amifs to add the great . w hole entire Gofpel. Ad Baron. 

Cafaubon's conjecluie, or correction Annal. Ann. 31. N. 3. 

He 
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He has wrote a large Chapter*, intitled, A proof that there can 
neither be more nor lefs than four Gofpeis ; out of all which I 
fliall only obferve thefe two things; (1.) That he fays the 
very Hereticks owned them* and cited thcm b ; (2.) He calls 
them vain> ignorant, and impudent, who affert, that there are 
either more or fewer than thefe four Gofpeis c . The fa£t 
therefore, which I am upon, being thus certain, I do not 
think myfelf obliged to fay any thing concerning the allego- 
rical arguments, which Irenseus maTces ufe of to prove his 
point. Mr. Toland has bantered them d , and Mr. Fabricius 
has lhewn e that there is the like fort of reafoning upon that 
head in many of the antient Chriftian writers ; but (as Du 
Pin fays f ) a Thefe fort of allegories have no other foundation 
c< but mere fancy; and it is in vain to feek for any other rea- 
u fon of the number four, than God's own will." 

5. Tertullian. 

V. Tertullian has exprefsly determined the number of Gof- 
pels 9 which were received by the Church in his time, to four. 
So (1. 4. adv. Marcion. c. 2.), " Nobis fidem ex Apoftolis 
c< Joannes et Matthaeus infmuant, ex Apoftolicis Lucas et 
w Marcus inflaurant ; M i. e. The credit of the GofpeUhiJlory is 
confirmed to us by two that were Apojlles, viz. Matthew and 
John, and two that were Apojiolick men (i. e* companions of the 
Apojlles) Mark and Luke : and in the fame book, c. 5. fpeak- 
ing of the fame four Gofpeis, and naming them, he fays, 
Cl Eadem audoritas Ecclefiarum Apoftolicarum caeteris quo- 
" que patrocinabatur Evangelits;" i.e. that they were patro* 
nizedor confirmed by the authority of the Apojiolick Churches* 

* Adv. Haeref. lib. 3, c. 11. em Evangelii, Sc vel plures quam 

Oftenfio quod ncque plura, nee mi- diftae funt, vel rurfus pauciores in- 

itus quam quatuor poffunt cfleE- fcrunt perfonas Evangelii. Ad eund, 

vangelia. loc. 

b Ut et ipfi haeretici teftimonium d Amyntor, p* 50, &c. 

reddant cis, & ex ipfis egrediens « Cod. Apocr. N, T. torn. *. 

unufquifque eorum conetur fuam . p. 382, &c. et torn, 3. p. 555, 

conftrmare doclrinam . Lib . 3 . c . 1 1 . &c . 

c Vani omnes, & indo&i, & in- f Hift. of the Can. vol. ii. 

fupec audaces, qui fruftrantur fpeci- c. a . § . a . . 
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6. Clemens Alexandrinus. 

VI. Clemens Alexandrinus (not long after Irenatus) is the 
next, whofe teftimony I fhall produce ; he, difputing againft 
Julius Caffianus/who had cited a paflage out of the Gofpel of 
the Egyptians in favour of the do&rine xX the unlawfulnefs of 
marriage, replies ; Firfl^ fays he, / obferve this is not in either 
of the four Go/pels delivered to us, but in the Gofpel according 
to the Egyptians *j by which he, who knows that Clemens 
continually cites the four Gofpels which we now receive, and 
no other, will be eafily induced to believe he here meant the 
fame four. See the place at large above, Vol. I. Part II. 
Chap. XVI. p. 199. 

7. Origen. 

VII. Origen, the Scholar of Clemens Alexandrinus, has 
alfo confirmed the fame i viz. that though there Were many 
Gofpels forged by the Heretic As, which, fays he,, to* read, that 
we may not be thought ignorant, Ecclefia quatuor habet E- 
vangelia, i. e. the Church receives only four Gofpels b j and a 
little after, Quatuor tantum Evangelia funt prolata, e quibus 
fub perfona Domini ct Salvatoris n6ftri proferenda funt dog- 
mata : There are only four Gofpels made ufe of, out of which the 
articles of our Religion as from Jefus Chrijl are to be propofed. 
Once more a few lines after j In his omnibus nihil aliud pro- 
bamus nifi quod Ecclefia, i. e. quatuor tantum Evangelia re- 
cipienda ; Among all thefe Go/pels we approve none but thofe 
which the Church approves ; viz. that only the four Gofpels 
are to be received. Tt would be madnefs for any one, who 
ever few Origen's works, to aflc what four Gofpels he meant* 
Beiides that, he elfewhere to* l*x>.r l (?wMt <pvXarlu9 xa*k<*, fpeak- 
ing of, or reciting the Canon of the Church, names thefe fouf 

vjOipCIS) x y.ock fxovx ccpavT^grtTa, sr»» sr rrj wo Toy tipuvo» %y.Khntr\cc rov 

©ttf, i . e. which four alone are received without controverfy in 
the church ofGol, which is all over the world* Comment, 
In Matth. apud Eufeb. H. E, 1. 6. c. 25. 

* Stiomat. Tib. 3. p» 465. b Homil. in Luc. i. 1. 

8. Eusx* 
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2. EtJsiBius* 

VIII. Eufebius (who lived in the beginning of the fourth 
century) exprefsly excludes all other Gofpels from the Canon 
befides thofe four which we now receive, but places them 
among the books which were without any controversy re* 
ceived by the confent of the whole Church \ 

9. Athanasius. 

IX. Li die Synopfis under the name of Athanafius, the 
author tells us, that all the Go/pels which are read by any, ari 
rather fit to be concealed than ready except the four alone which 
have been delivered to us* 

10. Ambrose. 

X. This Father in his preface to his Commentary on Luke 
has almoft transcribed Origen*s words on the fame place ; ac- 
cordingly he faith, that though the Heretic&s have many Gof* 
pels, the Church hath only four, &c. b 

ii. Jerome. 
XL In the preface to his Tranflation of the Gofpels he 
mentions fome falfe Gofpels, viz. thofe of Luctanus and He* 
fychius (fee above, Vol. I. Part II. Ch. XXII. ), and pro* 
mites, be will only be concerned with four ; which 9 fays he, are in 
thg following order, Matthew, Mark) Luke, and John*. 

It would be endlefs to cite the many numerous proofs that 
may be eaiily produced out of the Fathers of the fourth cen- 
tury. He that has a mind may fee farther proof of this mat- 
ter, in the places of Epiphanius d , Jerome % Chryfoftom f , and 
Auftin *, which are cited in the margin, and in the feveral 

* • 

* Vid. Hlft. Ecclcf. 1. 3. c. *4, E pi file is cqmmonly prefixed to the 

%$. ct alibi pa/Tun. Vulgate. 

b Procem. Comment. 10 Luc. in f In Matth. i. N. B. Theo- 

Init. phylaft has, according t« his old 

c Praefat. in Evang. ad Dama- cuftom, tranferibed this of Chry- 
fum. 


a Hanref. 51. §.4, &c. 


foftom concerning the four Evan* 
geliftV agreement, which I refer to, 


Praef. in Comm. in Matth. into his preface on Matthew. 
Comm. in Ezek. 1. 10. et Epift* ad * De Confenf. Evangel, lib. i« 

Paulin, de ftud. Scriptur. This laft c« *> 6. &Tra&. 36. in Joan, 

Cata- 
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Who Matthew was. 


*Aft? *V. 


Catalogues of Origen > Eufebias, Athan^fius, Cyril, that of 
the Council of Lsodicea, Epiphaniusi Gregory Naaianzen, 
Philaftrius,, Jerome, Auftin, Ruffing that of the third Council 
of Carthage, and the works of Dionyfius the Areopagite, 
which I have colle^ed in the firft Volume, Part L Gh. VIII 
p. 60, &c. 


. * 


» ^ 


CHAP. I. 

Who Matthew was, Heracleon, Qrigen*. and Grotius^ mtfiaken 

infuppofing Matthew and Levi to be the, Names of two Per r 

fins. He was a Jew* In what Countries he preached^ 

and where he died: mentioned in the Talmud* The occafiou 

of St* Matthew 9 s writing his Go/pel. 

BEFORE I come to the Gofpels themfelves, and the proof 
of their authority, it fecms to me ncceffary, that fome 
account be given of the author. Accordingly, I {hall now 
.begin with fome fliort relations or accounts concerning St. 
Matthew, the author of this Gofpel. Befides what we have 
in the Canonical Gofpels, there is not much that can be de- 
peftdld upon now left concerting him* The PopHh legends, 
and the fabulous writers of later ages, will afford us accounts 
Sufficiently particular 5 but difregarding all thefe, I fhall only 
mention fuch things as ftem to be more credible, and built 
upon better foundations. The account we have of him hi his 
Gofpel is, that Jefus at Capernaum Jaw a man named Mat- 
thew fitting at the receipt of cuftom^ and f aid unto him. Follow 
me; and he arofe and followed him. Matt. ix. 9. The other 
Evangelifts (vi$&. Mark ii. 14. and Luke v. 27, 28.) re- 
late the fame hiftory 5 only they, inftead of Matthew, give 
him the name of Levi, which feems to have been his furname, 
or another name, by which he was as commonly called. It is a 
thing well known, that the Jews were wont to call a perfon 

by 


chap. i. Heracleon, &c. mftaken. ' If 

by more names than one ; e. g. Mofes's father in law is called 
Jethro, Exod. iii. i. and Num. x. 29. he is called Hobab* 
and David's fon, who is called 2 Sam. iii. 3. Chileab, goes 
under the name of Daniel, 1 Chron. iii. 1. Simon was ^Jfo 
called Peter, Matt x. 2. Lebbeus was furnamed Thaddeus* 
ver. 3, &c* which furnarae, or fecond name, feems to haw 
been added to diftinguifh them from others, who had the fame 
firft name. I have mentioned. this, became fome, both antient 
* and modern writers, have imagined Matthew and Levi to 
have been two different perfons : thus Heradeon, an early 
heretick of the fecond century, and a remarkable perfon in the 
fchool of Valentinus, fpe?king of thofe difciples of Chrift, 
who were not called to a publick acknowledgment or con- 
feffion of Chrift (by Martyrdom), names Matthew, Philip, 
Thomas, and Levi a ; and Origen, difcoiiriing particularly of 
Chrift's Apoftles, firft mentions Matthew the publican, and 
afterwards names Levi the publican, but denies him to have 
been an Apoftle $ "Er*> ^ x*« I a&k r*x»n$ axotodwra; r$ 'i*?** 

oXX* St» yt r«f &f&p£ rat avoro**)* «vr3 nv> $i p* xari tim* rut «m* 

yfaQut t» wank tdccpn* way/ixU b , Levi alfo the public**) wbo fal- 
lowed JefuS) but was not of the number of his ApoftUs % unlefs 
(we follow) fome copies, of Mart's GofyeL Among the mo- 
derns, Grotius is of this opinion c j but it is eafy to refute it^ 
by fcbferving not only that the circumftances ofthefacl arefi 
exaclly the fame as related by the three Evangelifts, but that 
they agree precifely as to the time*, and all that which happened 
immediately before and after his call by Chrift, viz. all the 
three Evangelifts agree, that this call was as our, Saviour waa 
going out of Capernaum immediately after the curing of the 
paralytick j and the feveral hiftories, which St. Matthew re- 
lates to have happened after his call by Chrift (viz. that Chrift 
went to eat with publicans andfmners^ the Pharifees cenfuring 
him for it, his juftification of him/elf the difciples of John com- 
ing to Chrift with a quejlion about fqftingy Cbri/Ps anjwer % 
<sfc.) 7 are all related by St. Mark and St. Luke after the call 


* Apud Clem. Alexand. Stro- b Adv. Celf. 1, 1. j>. 4.8. 
mat. 1. 4.. p. 502, 5 Annot. in Matt. ht. 9, 
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t* . Matthew and Levi one Per/on* part iv. 

of Levi; and this affords us the higheft evidence, that Mat* 
thewand Levi were the .fame perfon x It is ftrange indeed 
that Heracleon and Origen fhould fall into fuch a miftake ; 
btyt, this is very rationally accounted for by Coteleriiis* and 
Mr. Dodwell b ; to whom, together with Dr. Whitby's c re- 
marks on this opinion of Grotius, I refer the reader, who has 
a mind to examine farther into this matter. 

The two names of this Evangelift, as alfo that of his father 
(viz. Alpheus, Mark ii. 14.), evince him to have been origU * 
nally a Jew (it being certain that the Romans very frequently 
pot the natives of the conquered provinces into fuch offices, 
under the principal officers who were generally Romans), al- 
though I obferve, that in two antient manufcripts which Co* 
telerius (in Con/iit. ApoftoL h 2. c. 63.) has publifhed out of the 
French King's library, Numb. 1789 and 1016, which recite 
the country find parents of the twelve Apoftles, there is the 
following account, of Matthew, MatS*?©* **l Aiuit, tiX^wj? t» 

|**T*JfcVjia, » WWT^ff >«**, pntfr ^XflMpoSlifltC, OMQ <W r«AlX«f*f, 

u e. Matthew, called alfo Levi, a publican* whofe father was 
Rucus^ and mother Charotheia % harp in Galilee ; both which 
are plainly Gentile names. 

After he was called to be an Apoftle, he continued in that 
office till our Saviour's, afeenfion in Judea; and if there be 
any credit to be given %o the acqounts of the antients, he con- 
tinued there eight years afterward ; whither he then went is 
not certain: Ruffin d affirms that he went into Ethiopia, and 
in this he is followed by the writers of fucceeding ages, So- 
crates, Simeon Metaphraftes, Abdias Babylonicus, &c. which 
laft has given us a very particular, account of his preaching, 
miracles, and fuccefs in the converfion of multitudes there ; 
his building a church there (viz. at Nadabbar,the capital city), 
and calling it the Refurreaion, becaufe the raifmg of the fon 
cf King Jiglippus from the dead was the occafion of it. e He 
preached Chrift in Hierapolis, a city of Syria, and fuffered 

• Annot. in Conftit. Apoft. 1. 8. alfo Dr. Mill on Mark ii. 14.. 

c 12i , d Hift. Eccl. 1. 1. c. 9. 

* b Difcrt. I. in Iren. §. a*< e v *d* Abdi* Hiftor. Certain, 

« Annot. on Luke v. *7« See Apoftol. 1. 7. per tot. 

martyrdom 


chap, I. Cauft of Ins writing his Gofpel t$ 

martyrdom there, according to a Greek manufcript under the 
name of Dorotheus, Bifliop of Tyre (who lived in the begin- 
ning of die fourth century), which was transcribed by Mr* 
Dodwell, and by him given to Dr. Cave, who has publilhed 
it with a Latin VerGon, and feme Notes upon it "; though, 
according to the common editions of the Synopfis of Doro- 
theus, he died a natural death, and was buried with great ho- 
nour at HterapoKs, a city of Parthia b ; and this, viz. his dying 
without martyrdom, is plainly intimated in the paflage of He- 
racleon above cited out of Clemens Alexandrinus. I have no- 
thing farther to add under this head, but that which the Father 
laft cited tells us of St. Matthew's great temperance and ab- 
ftemioufnefs, viz. that hi eat nd fejh y tut that his ufual food 
was acorns, feed*) and herbs*', and that, according to Dr. Light- 
foot" 1 , there is mention of him in the Talmud Bab. Sanhedr. 
fol. 43. 1. The Rabbins lay, that Jefus had five difciples, 
which are there called by them rrnm *30r "W *Kpj *KHD viz. 
Matthai (or Matthew), Nakai,Nezer, and Boni, and Thodah, 
Thefe (they fay there) were all punifhed with death.' By 
thefe five difciples Dr. Lfghtfoot fuppofeS they meant thofe 
difciples who were moft converfant in Judea, viz. Matthew, 
who wrote his Gofpel there, Peter, James, John, and Jude e . 
The caufe or occafion of St. Matthew's writing his Got- 
pel is generally agreed upon by the antient writers, who have 
made any mention of the matter, viz. that he wrote it at Je- 
rufalem for the fake of the convert fews^ who dejired him to 
write it) when he was about to travel to the Gentile court- 
tries, to preach the Gofpel. So Origen f ; " The firft Gofpel 
was written by Matthew, firft a publican, then an Apoftle 
of Jefus Chrift, and publilhed aniong th$ converted Jews in 
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• Hift. Lit. vol. i. p. 114, & « According to Abdias Babylo- 

I2i. nicus, lib. 7. cap. 14.. 'he *as run 

b Doroth. de vit. ac mort. Pro- through the back in the Tempi* at 

phet. et Apoftol. Biblioth. Patr. Nadabbar in Ethiopia, by a ioidier, 

vol. vii. ad voc. Matth. by the order of the King Hyrtacus, 

c Paedagog. 1. 1, c.,i. p. 148. whofe marriage with Iphigenia, his 

Xviff/MTuv, kou clxptyvvf, *M *a- brother's Daughter, St. Matthew 

v«w», anv x<>w» utTfi&t&oLm. oppofed, (he being a Nun. 

« Ho, Hcbr. inMatth. *.* ^i^f^^^ 

"Hebrew." 


14 St. Matthew" i Gojfret part J V. 

< ( Hebrew." Eufebius is more particular 4 ; hp tells us, « Tint 
u the Apoftles were not much inclined to write books.—** 
" That Paul wrote only a few fluwt EpiJUes.— That of all 
a oar Lord's di&ples Matthew aa4 John onfly have left u* 
* c any written memoirs, and it is (aid, they were compelled by 
a ibme fart of ncceffity to write what they did ; for Matthew 
u hawing firft pmached to the Hebrews, when he determined 
a to travel into other countries, publiflied his Go/pel in the 
a language of his country) and left it with them to fupply the 
4 ' want of his own prefence among them." To the fame pur-* 
pofe Jerome b ; " Matthew, (urnamed Levi, was the firft who 
44 publilhed a Gofpel, and that in Judea, in the Hebrew Ian- 
<c guage, principally for the fake of thofe Jews who were con* 
" verted, and did not regard the truth of the Gofpel (but ob- 
" ferved the Law alfo), though the Law, as being but a flaa* 
ct dow, was tbqAHhed" 


CHAP. II, 

4 

St. Matthews Gofpel of Canonical Authority. It is in all the 
antient Catalogues of Sacred Books. It is cited by the pri* 
mitive Fathers \ viz.feven times in the Epijlle >of Barnabas + 
twice in the firjl Epijlle of Clemens Romahus to the Corin- 
thians, eight times in the Fragment of the fecondy eight times 
in the Shepherd of Hermas, fix times in Polycarp 9 s fmall 
UpiftU to the Philippians y twice in a Fragment of his Re- 
fponftones^ and f even times in the Leffer Epijlle s of Ignatius. 

HAVING given fome account of the Author of this Gof- 
pel , I proceed now to eftablifli its authority, which I 
hope will be effe&ually done by the following arguments. 

Arc I. St. Matthew's Gofpel is of Canonical authority, 
becaufe it is in all the Catalogues of Canonical books which we 

1 Hilt. Eccief. 1, 3. c. 24. b Prsef. in Comm. inMatth, 

• v have 


<****% 


cf Qamnical Authority. 
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have nfioqg tf>e writing; cfthe, primitifui Chriflians* Prop, IV* 
Tjiefe Catalogues, vi^.tbai of Origin, Eufehius, Aftanafijic* 
tyrill* the Council of Laodw^ Epip^ius^ Gregory NazU 

syi?cp A P^a/trius, J<S?o«>:ftyffifl> .A"#n> At thii4Coi*^ca 
of Carthage, and the author q( the hpofcs uarfcr the nmjp of 
Dionyfiij* tjie Areppagjfo .1 hw coMefled th*m, ;VflU L 
Parti, .Qb. VIIL^i4 jtberer . rc^rr^4 *9 dp fekt^l «ta*f 
where %ft Catalogues at ]*rge fee. t$ U? fevad* anfl i* em y 

onq pf them ths^ipel q£ Sfe M?t<^ i§- ^q^ttf* ; 

» - . . 

Arg.TL The (jpfpf Uf S.t^ l^attfcw is Ca^onica^ bpqaufe 
it is cited as. Scripture in the writings of jbzjftimitive Qbrijiian 
Fathers. Prop. V. . •■. . . , 

I have bbfervecJ, Part t* Ch. V,,p. 42. apd Ch. IX. p.6St 
that Mr. Indwell a , and from him Mr.Toland b have emka- 
voured in a good meafure to rob us of this argument, by a£» 
ferring,' " That 4ie firft Mp-iters of Chf iftianity had no certain 
xe Canon, qr collection of (acred Scriptures of the Nqw X^ 
tament, which they cited j the Apocryphal writings being 
bound in the fame volume with Ijhe. A pottles' vritipg$; 
" that in fter$pa$ thereas i»t we^lace tf the New Tefta- 
" ment quoted W in ^ither of the otfcer i$ apy Evaagelift 
u named : and if they do perhaps produce any places, wtych 
iC afe. like ibme in our Gofpels, yet you wall find them fo 
" cj»ngec|, and fo much i^rpolated, that H is imppffibl$ to 
" lyiow vyhethec thpy took them out of ours, or fome other 
" Apocryphal Goipefc. But it is certain they fometimes 
u fed. the ApQfryFjtyd books, and cited what is not in pur 
Gofpels, — if tKey cite "fometimes any paflages, which, agree 


a 


u 
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* Sic autem vera Apoftolonim 
Scripta cum Apocryphis in iifdem 
vo'.uminibus compingi iolebant, ut 
nulla prcrfus nota aut cenfura'Ec- 
clefiae publica conftaret, quae qui- 
bus erfent anteferenda. Habemus 
hodieque horum temporum Scrip- 
t6res Ecclefiafticos luculentifllmos, 
Ckmentcm Romanum, Barnabam, 
Hermam, Igr&tium, Polycarpum 
— At Novi Teftamenti in -Henna 
Jie quidem unurn locum inveneris $ 


apud reljqqps. neuoura quid«m,E- 
vangeliftam nomine foo compejla- 
tum. Et <i qnos focos forte profe- 
rant, quibus fimilia in noftris leu 
guntur Evangel i is, ita tamen illoa 
mutator ut plurrmum ioterpolatof- 
que reperies, ut fciri nequeat, an e 
noftris illos, an ex altis produxerint 
Apocryphis Evangeliis, &c. Di[- 
fert. in Iren* 1. §. 39, &c. 
b Amyntor, p r 69, &c* 


a 


with 


i6 St. Matthew's Go/pel of Canonical Authority, * art nr. 

*' with our Canonical Gofpels, that was hot done by any 
" defign, fo as to evidence that they intended to confirm dif- 
€( putable points out of Canonical books ; fo that perhaps thofe 
€C very paflages, which feem to be taken out of our Gofpels, 
u were taken out of others, &c." 

Dr. Grabe* and Dr. Mill* have adopted die fame fen* 
timents into their fcheme, the defign of which, with a confu- 
tation of it, the reader may fee above in die firft Diflertation 
prefixed to this Part* The reafon of my mentioning it here, 
is, becaufe I am now entering upon the particular proof of 
their citing the books of our ptefent Canon J and as I have 
VoL L Part II. (hewn, that the primitive Chriftiarts have not 
cited any Apocryphal books, fo I (hall endeavour how to {hew, 
that they have cited and referred to thofe which we now re- 
ceive, and for that purpofe (hall tranfcribe and fet down the 
very words, with the manner of their being cited or intro- 
duced, together with the words of our Canonical books, 
which I take to be referred to, in a parallel column. 

N. B. I have fet down the citations at length only of thofe 
which are called the Apoftolick Fathers, becaufe the ci- 
tations in the other Fathers are (b plain and fo numerous, 
that there can be about them no difpute; and though I do 
not believe the writings under the names of Clemens Ro- 
manus, Barnabas, Polycarp, Hermas, and Ignatius, are all 
genuine, and of that age to which they pretend ; yet as they 
are undoubtedly very antient, and referred to by fome of the 
earlieft Fathers, I thought it proper to give diem the firft 
place in my colle&ion. 

• Splcilcg. Patr. torn. i. p. %%*. 

* Prolegom. in Nov. Teft.§. 138, &c. 


A Cat a- 


tftAP. a Si. Matthews Gi/pel citid, &e. 
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A Catalogue of the Jeveral places of it. Matthew's Gofpel % 
which are cited or referred to in the writings of the Apofto- 
tick Fathers. 

St. Matthew's Go/pel. fcXlttf Xbas's Epiffle. 

I. On. XxiV. %%. kotetu- I. Ch. iv. Dominus In- 
%rorrat at ifJfai (xmau i. e. tcrcidet tempora'et dies; i.e. 
Thofe days Jball be Jhortened. The Lord will Jhorten thofe 

times and days. That which 
proves this a reference to St. 
Matthew is, that the author 
adds it upon a citation out of 
Dan. ik. which is the very 
fame on account of which our 
Lord is related by St. Mat- 
thew to have laid it*. 

II. Ch. iv. Sicut fcriptum 
c& r Multi vocatiy pauci eletli ; ' 
i. e. as it is written, Many 
are called, but few are chofen. 

N. B. The feafin why thefe 
two citations are put in 
Latin^ is 9 becaufe we have 
not the Greek of Barnabas 
* till the middle of the fifth 
chapter. 

III. Ch. v. «hd hify, Sr» »'* 

5\&i jtaXiVat &***»«> «**» dfAOf- 

Tu)>M{ tU ptraiotati l. e. that he 
might Jhew, that he came not 
to call the righteous^ hut Jin- 
ners to repentance \ 

IV. 


II. Ch. xx. 1 6. and xxii. 

14. itsXXot ydg i>Vi x^Tot, <>\iy<n 
$ ixTwtroi: i. e. For many are 
calledj but few art chofen. 


III. Cluix. 13^ Otyiffa 

So* K%tiaou hilmlm* ***' «W 

Tw^tf? tU ptT<i»<»»9 : For I came 

not to call the rigbte$us> but^ 

firmer s to repentance. 


* Refyfciunt h#c verba Domini, place of Barnabas plainly refer* 

Matt. xsciv. a. Feftinloc. alio to this in St. Matthew j for' 

b The preceding context in that whereas tt is thei* laid, that «*»». 

Y»l. til. C Chait 


*S St* Matthew's Go/pel jakt iv. 

St. Matthew's Go/pel. Barnabas's Epiflle. 

IV. Ch. XXvi. 31. Tlarjfr IV. Ch. V. Uard^of to* uroi- 

rov woifUftz, xal hu<rxopwt<r§r)<rtlai pi»*, toti axofvrt&iatTou r* wpo- 
ra mpQara rUf wolpms - I wiU Sara tffe voipm : i. C / W/7/ 

/«f/# f A* Jbepherd % and the fmite the Jhepherd, then the 
Jheep of the flock Jhall be feat- Jheep of the flock Jball be feat- 
tered abroad* tered abroad. 

If it be obje&ed here, that 

this author might take this, as 

our Saviour did, out of Ze- 

chariah xiii. 7. and not out of 

, St Matthew's Gofpel, I an- 

fwer, that this cannot be fup- 
pofed, becaufe in the Hebrew 
the verb ")n is in the fecond 
perfon, and the imperative 
mood, and accordingly the 
LXX. and all the Greek Ver- 
fions have rendered it in the 
imperative mood, Smite the 
Jhepherd\ whereas Barnabas 
places that verb in the firft 
perfon of the future tenfe, 
«ar«Tflt|tf, / will finite^ which 
could only proceed from his 
citing and following St Mat- 
thew, where we read vara^u, 
I will fmite. Hugo Menardus 
(inloc. Bar nab.) has made a 
like obfervation upon th^ 

WOrd ha<rxop^&n<7tTat, VIZ. of 

this author's following Mat- 
thew, which is yet more evi-». 


Chrift chofe his Apoftles, he tcok 
thofe who were exceeding great fin- 
Tiers, it muft needs be that he refers 
to the call of Matthew, and ChrinVs 
being ceniured for going to his 
koufe, and iupping with him and 


other iinners. See Orig. contr. 
Celf. lib. 1 . p. 49. and the Appen- 
dix to the firft Volume, p. 41a.— 
See alfo Toland's Amyntor, p. 44. 
and RichardfoiVs Aniw^r, p. 105, 
106. 

tent, 
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St Matthbw*9 Gofpel. 


V. Ch. xxvii. 54, 'AM»Mr 
this was the Son of God. 


VI. Ch. xxii. 43, 44, 45. 

Chrift proves himfelf to be 
the Lord from Pfal. ex. 1. 
The Lord /aid unto my Lord y 
fit thou, 13 c. El 5> A«&J **to7 
afoot Kufiof, &c. If then Da" 
vid calls him Lord) (ffc. 


Vll. Ctl. V. 42. Tu xliirrl 

n h&: i. e. Give to him that 
a/keth thee. 


Barnabas's Epijfle. 

dent, if our Cambridge edition 
of the LXX. be right, which 
has inftead of that verb in the 
future tertfe, the verb w^ra- 
aan in the imperative mood. 

V. Ch. VII. -Jto&k Sth 

Jmu : i. e. Truly this was he y 
who then /aid, he was the Soft 
of God. 

The words in St Matthew 
arc a confeflion of Chrift ex* 
torted from the centurion at 
Chrift's crucifixion, and the 
words in Barnabas are alfd a 
confeflion extorted from the 
Jews; fo that there can be no 
doubt but he had read and re- 
ferred to St Matthew here. 

VI. Ch. xii. This author 
cites the fame words of the 
Pfalmift, and concludes, *ih 

iavg \iy« &o&\$ »M$ Kj^to*> &C. 

See how David calls him Lord, 
&c. Which is an argument 
fo ejta&ly agreeing with our 
Saviour's both in fenfe and 
words, that one cannot fup- 
pofe but that this author took 
it from St. Matthew, or at 
leaft from St. Mark (xii. 36.) 
or St. Luke (xx.42.). 

VII. Ch. xix. n<xm «;- 
tS»t» at tiki : i. e. Give to every 

* 

one that ajketh thee* 


C% 


St, Mat- 
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St. Matthew* k Gofpel 


FART Vt. 


St. Matthew's GofpeU 


I. Ch. vi. 14* If ye forgive 
men their trejpajfes, your hea- 
venly Father will alp forgive 
you. Ch. vii. 1. Judge npt, 
left ye be judged : ver. 2. With 
what meafure ye mete, itJkaU 
be measured "to you again. 


II. Ch. xviii. 61 7. *0* 

twr twv aiirtvQnui tU Ipf, avy.~ 
(pt fin ainu I'm x^tpou^ri javfoc on- 
xof hrl Toy i^xyr^ai at&Tty wpf 
xaTauromc&q sy t*/ ruiXayn irnf 
$aAacr$*ijff. Ova* ra> nocrpu dvl 
TU9 c-xuvfrccXu* , &C. 1. Q. 2fatf 

little ones, which believe in me, 
it .were better for him that a 
mill/lone were banged about his 
neck, and that he were drown-* 
ed in the depth ofthefea. Wo 
unto the world becaufe of of* 
fences, tsrV. 


ThefrJfMpi/lkofCjLEMSisis 
Romanus to the Corin- 
thians. 1 

I. Ch. xiii. Forgive, that 
ye may be forgiven ; as ye 
judge, (bye (hall be judged; 
with what meafure ye mete, 
it (ha}i be measured to you 
again* 


Clemens advifes die Co- 
rinthians here, to remember 
thefe and other fayings of the 
Lord Jefus. 

II. Ch. xlvi. Mn&rrrt rZ> 
ioytn 'l*ja« tS Kvpfe vipju9* £nri 
yog Oval ra utyuiru lathy* xa- 

»\T »*§»»» /ft * ' tf 

A09 7}9 avTtf ft UK iyWl&ll* V *** 

,Tut IxAi xT«f fm (rxoti$a>!haau* xpiiT- 
Tor w ahra vreptrtSnyM p£>Ap\ . »& 

v) spa ru* fA9K(U9 put cr^batAaxn 

i.e.* Remember the words of 
the Lord Jefus ; for he faid^ 
Wo to that man ; it had. been 
better for him if he bad not 
been born, than that he Jhould 
offend one of my elecl. It were 
better for him that a mill/lone 
were put upon him (his neck), 
and that he were drowned in 
the fea, than to have offended 
one of thefe little ones* 

Cotelerius obferves upon 
this place of .Clemens, that 
he has here, according to the 
common practice of the an* 

tients, 
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St. Matthew's Gofpel. 


9 

Thefirjl EpiJIle of Clemens 
Romanus to thi Corin- 
thians. 

tients, joined feveraJ texts 
of Scripture together; and 
that he made ufe in this col* 
leftton of the Gofpels of Mat- 
thew, Mark, and Luke ; and 
this is not improbable > how- 
ever it is certain, that he 
makes ufe of another place of 
St. Matthew, (viz. xxvi. 24,) 
the words, // had been better 
for him if he had not been 
born^ being there fpoke of Ju- 
das Ifcariot, and in neither of 
the three Evangelifts {peaking 
6f offences. 


St. Matthew's Gofpel. 


I. Ch. xviii. 11. Chrift 

Came o-wrcti to avatoAo'f : i. e. 
to forte that (or thofe) which 
Were loft. 

II. Ch. IX. 13. Ov yaz ?X- 

vo> xaAsVai hxaitis, oAX* a.pxtp- 

rvXes $lf fjuTetwa)) : i. e. Fori 
came not to call the righteous^ 
butfinners to repentance. 

III. Ch. x. 32. n«< h or* 

•frikoyia-ti If tfxol sfAVfoaSs* ru* 


.*• * 


Tw ijxirp(xT^£9 rS varfos /xa t« if 

ifafoTs : u e. Whofoever there- 
fore Jball confefs me before men y 

C 


The fecond Epijile of Cle- 
mens Romanus to the Co- 
rinthians. 

I. Ch. i. Chrift has done 
us this advantage, aToXA^wc 
if**; iff*tcm : i. e. He has faved 
us who were loft. 

II. Ch. ii. Kal trip* $i yg«- 
$n XtyH* "Ot» «x qX$o» xaXiaa. 
o^xatft?, oLXKa, afA»pT(i)>&9l i. e. 

And another Scripture faith, 
/ came not to call the righ- 
teous^ but finners. 

III. Ch. iii. A/y» & x«l 

«t/To$* Tor hyMkvyna arret, jut ir- 
uwwf rut d&Q&xm, bfju&oyiatf 
abrof fiwgnor th 'BretrfOi ft« I i. C 

For he himfelf faith, Whofo- 
ever /ball confefs me before 
3 men> 


%2 St. Matthew's Qofpel 

St. Matthew's QofpeU 


JPAKT IV. 


him will I confefs before tip 
father i which is in heaven* 

. IV. Ch. vii. 21. Ov moq o 

criTa* ck tw (SaciXtict* ra» ypenZt, 
ata' 3 trow to S&ityca rv wrf&q 
\J* to tr JparoK : i. C. i\^/ ftWJf 

0«* * a*/ y#;VA «»** w, z^n/, 


7&* yfcwarf Epiftle. of Cle- 

. MENS RQMANUS fr *A* C*- 

rinthians. 

men y him will I confefs before 
my Father. » 

IV. Ch. IV. Aey« yap, Ou 
«W • Xrywr /not, Kv£tf, Kt/p»fl 9 car* 
$^criTai, aXXa © away Ttf» &«**- 

^hii : i. e. For (the Lord) 
feitti, Not every one that faith 
unto me % Lord, I<ord, Jhall be 


Zordjjhall enter into the king- faved, but he that worketh 
(lorn of heaven, buf he that righteoufnefs. 
doth the will of my Fathfr^ 
who, is in heaven. . 

V. Ch, vii, 23. Ov&Ww V. Ch. iv. 'r*dytr* aV 

tywi vfjJLq* ctwo%vftht aw* Ifttf, |^ ? £ K ]ft a fy^, «ro$« fa, ip-» 

•» !§>«(%*•»* w (Utopia* : u e. / yara* «>op,J*$: i. c. Depart from 
never knew you ; depart from m ej J know ye not whence ye 
me, ye that work iniquity* arf> ye workers of iniquity^ 

This fecms to be a cifa- 
tion, like that above out of 
the firft Epiftle, No. 2, if it 
was not taken out of Luke, 
(fee the Appepdix to Vol. I. 
p. 412, 415.) the words .«*©- 
S« Ir« being in Luke xiii. 27. 
and not in Matthew* 

VI* C|l. V. "EaeaSt £<[ dpria, 
l* yttru Xt/Kftw.— -M»j $<£u>a§u<7ay 
rot apia ra? Xt/xtff /xiTa to cutot 
Saw* avrd' xou vpu<; yon (poGt'iaSi 
rhi avoxTwonrat IpoU, xcu (qtHf 
vjju* ivvaftstbi 427om»i>* a>Xx for 
?sur$i Ton (sATetro dwo&anT* i/fMts 
turret B^acriar fyxjnt xom cray.a.TOf, 
TW /3aAf*W? yttneu orvooC : I. 6. 

Widjt 


vi. ch; x. 1 6, 26, 28. 

Qara \v pio-u -7<viun' — 20. Mu *r 
(p&r&iiri avr&f — 28. K«* pii 
^oCiSijTi awl rZ» dvoxTiwrrup to 
<r^, W ft 4^xV f*« hnayiwf 

pVQXrsTvM* fcSi^VTi X fJIMJ&Of r 

moXiVai lr yii»wi : !• c. Behold, 
I fend you forth asjbeep in the 


CHAP. II. 


cited in the Primitive Fathers* 


*3 


St. Matthew's Gojpeh 


midft of wolves — -26. Fear 
them nottherefore\-~?&. And 
fear not them which hill the 
body) but are not able to kill the 
fifil ; but rather fear bint) 
which is able to deflroy both 
foul and body in hell. 


Vfl. Ch. xvi. a6. T/y^ 

pot oXov xtfiicry, tjji ^ ^X^ f *vt5 

fnjuu&i; i. e. For what is a man 
profited^ if he Jbould gain the 
whole worldy and lofe his own 
foul? 

VIII. Ch. xii. 50. *Or* 

yog ocv <novn<rn to SiXh/mi t« «a- 
'rpoj ptr t5 if JgaraK, euro? p& 

irlv : i. e. /V whofoever Jhall 
do the will of my Father which 
is in heaven, the fame is my 
brother andfifter and mother. 


The fecond Epiftle of Cle- 
mens Romanus to the 
Corinthians. 

midft of wolves :—Let not the 
lambs fear* the wolves after 
death 9 and do not ye fear tbofe 
who (can) killyoU) and (after- 
wards) can do you no harm\ 
but fear him who has power y 
after your death, to caft both 
foul and body into bell fire. 

In the midft of this paflage 
there is aqueftion of Peter 
to Chrift, viz. What if the 
wolves fliould tear in pieces 
the lambs? but concerning 
this, fee the Appendix to 
Vol. I. p* 413,415. 

VII. Ch. vi. t» v«p ro fyt* 

&o$, ia* tk w otar scoopoy xtflfoni, 

ty,> A ^vx>t' ^jftiftw-t) ; i. e. For 
what will it profit a man, if he 
Jbould gain the whole world) 
and lofe his own foul? 

VIII. Ch. ix. K«? y i 9 J- 

frtt KvfW dhkfoi ptf Srol tlctu, 

o» voiimq rl S&ijpu* t5 warns 

i*m : i. e. For the Lord hath 
laid, They are my brethren) 
who do the will of my Father. 


St. Matthew's Gofpel. The Shepherd */\Hermas. 

I. Ch. v* 28. But I fay I. Lib. I. Vif. i. J. 1. An 
unto you, that whofoever look- non videtur tibi, viro jufto 
e\h on a woman to luft after rem iniquam effe, fi afcenderit 

C 4 in 


H 


St. Mat$tw y s fyfal 


i - 


IVAfc? IV 


$t. Matthew's G$eU 

her y hath committed adultery 
with her already in his heart. 


N. B. The Greek of Hennas 
not being extant, but only 
a Latin Verfion, I judged 
there could be no neceflUy 
of inferring St» Matthew'* 
Greek. 


II. Ch. x. 32, 33. Whofi- 
♦ ever therefore Jhall confefs ?ne 
before men y him will I confefs 
alff before my Bather which is 
in heaven : but whofoever JhaH 
deny me before men y him will I 
alfo deny before my Father' 
which is in heaven* 


III. Ch. xtii. 21,22. Tit 
bath he not root in himfelf 
but dureth for a while y for 


in corde mala concupifcentia I 
i., e. Does it not feem to you 
to he a fin j for a good man to 
have lufiful inclinations in hit 
heart? 

He who confide** that this 
is laid by a woman, who ex-*. 
prefcly in the words before 
charges Hermas with fin a* 
gainft God and her, not for 
fornication (for this he de- 
nies), but for having defired 
or having in his heart lulled 
after her, will eafily fee there 
is a reference to Cbrift's 
words* 

II. Lib. i. Vif. ii. §. 2. 
Juravit enim Dominus per 
Filium fuunt: qui denegaverit 
filium et fe, defpondens vitam 
ill i us, et ipfe denegaturus eft 
ilium, in advenientibus die. 
bus* Ii autem qui nunquam 
denegavcrint, ob nimiam nii- 
fericordiam propitius fa&us 
eft illis; i. e. The Lord hath 
fworn by his Son, that who T 
foever Jhall' deny his Son. and 
him^ being afraid, of his life % 
he will alfo deny him in the. 
world to corner but, thofe wh* x 
Jhall never deny him, he will 
then of his great mercy, receive 
them into his favour. 

III. Lib. i. Vif. iii. §. 6./ 
Hi funt habentes quidem fi- 
dem, habentes autem et divi*- 

tias 


Q949* jf. cited hike 

St Mmthhw*s GofpeL 

when irihuhatum or perfection 
arifetk becaufe of. the word, by 
mi by he is offended*, he alfb 
Hut received the word among 
the thorns, is he that heareih 
|£{ werd, and the ears of this 
vmMernd the deeeitfubufs of 
riches cboak l the word, fcc 


IV. -Ch. xxvf. 34. W* 
wet* the* man^it had hem 
good fox that man if he had 
not been born. 


V. Ch. v. 28L / fay unto 
ym,that wbof&wert hoketh on* 
a womn to, heft after her, 
bath, committed adultery- with 
her already in bis. heart* 


Fathers. 15 

The Shepherd a/HERMAS. 

ttas hujus feculi; ciim ergo 
venerit tribtthtio, propter di* 
vitias fuas ct negotiationes ab. 
negaijt Dominum ; i. e. They 
are per f one prof effing Cbriftm 
iamty (u e. who own the 
wordy, but having alfi the 
riches of this world, whin trim 
bulation arifeth (on account of 
the word), by reafon of their 
riches and worldly cares they 
deny the Lord, or ('which is 
the fame) are offended. 

IV. Lib, i. Vif. iv. §. 2. 
Vae iis — melius* erat illis non 
nafci ; i. e. Wo unto them— 
for it had been better for thefe 

men they had not been born. 

The phrafe is evidently 
borrowed from St. Matthew^. 

V. Lib. ii. Mandat. iv. §. 
i« Non afcendat tibi cpgi- 
tatio cordis de alieno matrimo- 
nii aut'de fornications ; haec 
enim paritpeccatum magnum* 
-«Si enim haec cogitatio in 
cor tuum afcenderit tarn mala, 
magnum peccatum facie; i.e. 
Let not any purpofe be entertain- 
ed in thy mind of committing a- 
dultery, or fornication, for even 
this purpofe produceth a great 
fin. — And if fuch evil purpofe 
be in thy mind, thou committefi 
great fin. See above out of 
this book of Hermas, No 1. 


VI. 


2fr 


St. Matthew's Gofpd 


RAlfcT iV* 


St- Matthew's Gtfpel* . 

VI. Ch. xix. 9. /iT^S. 
even flmtt put away bis wife<> 
except it be fir fornication*, 
and Jkall marry another y conu 
mitieik adultery j and tvktrfo 
marrietb her- which is put 
away y doth commit adultery. 
§ec Matt v. 23. 




VIL Ch. xxi. 22. All 
things wbatfoever ye Jhajll ajk 
2*. prayer , believing (i. e. as 
in ver. 21 * not doubting )» jr 

JfaU receive* 


The ihephitd ofHiiuAs. 

VI. Lib. ii. Mandat. m 
|. 1. St permanferit in - vitk> 
flio mulicr < — cKntittat illam 
vir> ct vir per fe raaneso; 
Quod ft dimifcrit mutierem 
(uam, ttaliam duxerit, et ipfe 
moechatur— propter hoc pne- 
ceptum eft. vobis, ut ccelibes 
maneatts, turn vir, turn mu- 
tter ; poteft enim in huju£» 
modi poenitentia cfle 5 u e» 
^ * wj^r jhattperjifi in adul- 
terous praelices , a hujbandmay 
pit herawdy^ and five alone ; 
but if be Jkall. marry another 
women*, he . ctmrmttitk adul- 
tery— 

Mr. Nye has in part ob- 
ferved this place of Hennas, 
and fays, no doubt it was ta- 
ken from St, Luke xvi. 18. 
See his Defence of die Canon 
agatnft Amyntor, p. 48. 

VII. Lib* ii. Mandat. ix. 
•Tolle a te dubitationem, et 
nihil omnino dubites-— pete 
fine dubitatione — petitionem 
animse tuse adimplebit— ex 
omnibus pethionibus tuis ni- 
hil deerit tibi, fi fine dubitati- 
one petieris a Domino ; i. e. 
Remove from thee all doubting y 
and doubt not at all— ajk with- 
out doubting (or in faith ) y and 
(God) will grant thy requeJU 
-~all things whatfoever thou * 
fealt ajk/hall be given thee> if 

thoto 


CHAP. II. eked in the Primitive Fathers 37 

St. Matthew's Gefpel. The Shepherd 'of Hermas* 

thou afk them of the Lord with* 
out doubting (or in faith). 

VIII. (rib. iii. Simil. v. §. 
2. He feems to have borrowed 
the fimilitude from the para- 
ble of our Saviour referred to 
in die oppofite column. 

IX. Lib. iii. Simil. ix. 
The Church is compared to 
a tower built upon a roc);. 
See§. 2*3,12,13,14, 


VIII. Ch. xxi. 33. The 

far (Ale of the 'vineyard. 


IX. Ch. xvi. 18. Ahd up- 
on this rock J will build my 
Church 


St. Matthew's Gofpel. 

L See above under Cle- 
mens Romanus, Epift. I. 


II. Ch. v. 3, 10. Matt*?* 

10. M*x*p»o» oi hkvyt** 99 * * n ** 9 
livjCHocirffiy 'in »vrv9 i r»» «) B*ov 

xik* rut. *z*wv: i. e. Bleffid 
are the poor in fpirityfor theirs 
is the kingdom of heaven* 
ver. 10. Bleffed are they who 
are perfecuted for righteoufrefs 
fake 1 for theirs is the kingdom 
of heaven. 

III. Ch. vi..?& K*i «<ft% 


The Epijlle of Polycarp to 
the Philippians* 

I. Cap* ii. The words in 
Polycarp are near the fame 
with thofe referred to in the 
parallel column, I only ob* 
ferve, that he introduces them, 

Mcurw. i. e* Remember the 
things which the X*ordfaid in 
bis teaching (pr Sermon on thf 
Weunt), 

II. Cap. ii. Immediately 
after the preceding words he 
cites farther ; Maxdpoi 01 *$ta/- 

yt» 9 xocl of hvHoptM ifiKiy Sixmo* 
evvr.s, ot» olvtuv ir»* n PctciXtia th 

Qtov: i.e. Bleffed are the poot 
(in fpirit), and they who are 
perfecuted for righteoufnefsfake y 
for theirs is the kingdom of 
God/ 


III- Cap. vit & ft &<v«9* 


oS 


St: Matthew's QefpeV 


¥a& t it. 


. St; M attstew's Gojpel. 

j. e. And forgive us cur debts 7 
as we forgive cur debtors y 
and ver. 14. For if ye forgive 
men their trefpajfes^ your bea~ 
venly Father will alfo forgive 

IV. Ch. vi. IJ. K*i ftj *wr- 

lead us' not into temptation. 


» w 

V. Ch. xxvi. 41. T% [£> 

$e^<; i.e. The fpirit truly is 
wiilingy but theftejh is weak. • 


VI. Ch. v. 44. npW%i»& 

AbhtovTtfy fycay: i.e. Fray for 
them which defpitefully ufe you 
and per ft cute you. 


The Mpiftie *f PtffcYC AR# to 

f A* Philippiansm 

tS Kvpttt, nut i/aft a$n y of iiXo/ac» 

««} «/x»V. ufyirm ; 1. e. lffbere- 
fore we prqy to the Lord that 
he would forgive us y we ought 
likewife to forgive others. 


IV. Cap. vii. Arietaw «v- 
f t ^fysyxi fr J)/*£? elf wiipourpof r 

Earneftty praying to the .all- 
feemg GcAinot to lead us inta 
temptation. 

V. Cap. vii. Ka&vs tint* o 
Rvpio? To fxfo mnvpob fupoSvfjLOfy 

v $1 cufZ ccaBmi 1 i* e. As the 
Lord hath faid, The fpirit tru- 
ly is willingy but the flejh is 
weak. 

VI. Ch. xii. Orate— pro 
perfequentibus et odientibus 
vos j i. e. Pray for thofe who 
perfecute you and hate you. 


After thefe it will not be improper to add, that in the Frag- 
ments of the Refponfiones of Polycarp, publHhed by Feuar* 
dentius in Irenaeus, lib. 3. c. 3. I' find two places of St. 
Matthew's Gofpel expounded, or paraphr afed j viz* 


1. Matthaeus Dorninum 
dixifle teftatur, quod Moyfes 
fcribit Adam loquutum fuilfe 
hoc modo 5 Hoc nunc os ex 
offibus meis, et caro ex carne 


1. Matthew teftifies that 
pur Lord faid, // was written 
by Mofes^ that Adam faid thus\ 
This now is bone of my bone % 
andfiejb of my fieJh\for this 

eaufe 


Clf 4rw II, ; dud ik fix Primitive Fathers. 


** 


propter ike nrfinquet 
homa ptfnera, et jdatrab^&c. 

2. Calicem Wum kitetisu 
&e. Per hujufmodi potum 
fignificat paifionem &c. 


St. Matthew's Gofpel 

I. Ch. xviii. 19. Jftuftof 
you Jhall agree on earth* at 
touching any thing that they 
/hall ajk y it Jhall be done for 
them of my Father which is in 
hiaven} for where 'two or 
three are gathered together in 
my name, there am- I in the 
midft of them. 

II. Ch. xii. 33. 'Ex yi f <£ 
xapru to Jfro^or ytpuonrreu : i, e. 
For the tree is known by its 

ftuiu 

'III. C&. xxiii. 84 to, fcfc 

Forone is yomrmafter\\ 

' IV. Ch. it 2„ fiZS^w y*f s 

VtwroS to* or*£» : i. e. We have 
feen hisjlar. 


Ch. xxvii. 52, 53. And 
the graves were opened* and 


caufe Jhall a man leave -father 
and mother* &c. See Matt* 
xbf. 5. and Gen. ik 43* 24. 
2. Matt. xx. 23.. reJkaM 

d?ink indeed of my sxfabz* by 
which cup he meant the awr 
tyrdom of thofe two Apoftles* 

John and James, 

< 

The Lejfer, or ihofc which are 
fuppofed the genuine Epiflk* 
of Ignatius* particularly j, 

1. The Epiflle of Ignatius 

to the Ephefianu 

I. Ch. V. Et yog iMf **' &"~ 

&c. For if the prayers of on* 
or two be of fuch force % &c. 
The larger Epiftle adds, "fir* 

top Xgtro' *» uvro?s tfdvai, as that 

Ghrifl- wilt be in the..miaft;of 
them 

r 

IL •« Ch. xty* tampst r». jfr^M* 
aVo t5 xaga£ a£r£ : i..e. The 

tree is known by its fruit. 

» 'j 

III. Ch. xv. *E% &' &&V- r 
kaAoj : i. e. Gbw is [your ) maf- 
ten 

' IV. Ch. xix. 'Arfy It epaw 
&ctufcv: i. e. Hiiftarjhonc in 
heaven-.' :; * ' 

2. 7fo Zfyj/?/* to the Mag- 

NESIANS. 

Ch. ix. The Prophets ex- 
pected Chrift, and when he 

came. 


jo Su Matthew* t Gofpel uui* &c. 

St. Matthew's QdfpeL 


PA** If ♦ 


%> The Epifti* tflGVlAfaV* 1 
. ft l£r.MA£NESIAH$, 

many bodies of faints which came, Syupw «*r»* « mcfw, A* 


y?#f tfr^*, and came' oat of the 
graves- after his refurre&ion % 
&c. 


nw/W them from the dead. 


I. Ch. iii. 15. I7pW S r ., 
5/a«V nrkHfufau ureteral* hxauxrvw : 

L e* A becometh us to fulfil all 
righteoufnefs* Chrift affigns 
this as a reafon for his being 
baptized by John* 

II* Ch. XIX. 12. *0 XufdfAi po? 

XFpTt %wpE»T*; : i. e. He that 
is able to receive 1/, let him 
receive it. 


Ch. x* 16. r*W$i S» (ppQHfjM 

Itq ol ofpHS, xat ax«£aio» us at «ig»-» 

rtpui : i* e. Be ye therefore 
wife asferpentSy and harmlefs 
as doves* 


3. The Epijlle to the SmyH> 

NEANSi 

I. Ch. i. Chrift was bap* 
tized by John, *W «A«pwSji 

wolccc hxcHoavrq vv clvtS I i. e# 

That all righteoufnefs might je 
fulfilled by him* 

II. Ch. vi« *6 x u fi f %*>q&tv' 
i. e. He that can receive it> 
let him receive it. 


4. The Epiftle ^Polycarp. 

Ch. II* Qponpoq yUa, ws I 
of if, x&t ctxifiatos utju ms^fifai 

i* e. Be thou wife as a ferpentj 
and harmlefs as a dove* 


. Thus I have collected and produced at large feveral of 
thofe paflages of St- Matthew's Gofpel, which the Apo* 
ftolick Fathers appear evidently to have cited or referred to; 
to that it will be henceforth manifeft, by a bare caft of the eye 
upon the preceding tables, how much Mr. Dodwdland hi? 
followers have been miftaken in their, famous notion, that 
none of our Gofpels were cited by thofe Fathers, 


v 


CHAP. 


WAX* Ui* ayJ bytbt i$H Fdthert* $t 


CHAP. HI. 

St Matthew 9 s Gofpel farther proved Canonical by the Citations 
cutcfk made by the Fathers next the Apojlolkk jfg£+ Thirty- 
five places in Jujl'm Martyr's Works produced \ when it it 
ateJ. ' It is cited four Times in the fmall Treat ife of Athena* 
forai^five-Tirius by Theopbilus jintiocbenus $ aicwe tw§ 
hundred and fifty Times by Irenaus, in nine of which Places 
he is named } febenty-tbree Times in the Wdr%s of Clement 
Alexandr'tnus \ and iwenty-feven Times in his fmall TraSt 
tntitkd) Qw9 DiVcs fidvetur ? This Gofpel proved Canonical^ 
becaufe it teas read in' the Chriftian Churches , and is in the 
Syriack Ferfion* 

TT appearing. thus, how particularly the apoftolick Fathers 
-"- have cited St. Matthew, I proceed now to (hew, how' the 
Fathers immediately fucceeding tjie apoftolick age have cited 
St. Matthew; not as above to produce all the feveral places 
at large, which woujd be alrnoft to tranferihg die Go/pek, foist 
only to hay down the feveral chapters and verfes of the Gofpel, 
with the particular places of thofe Fathers' works where they 
are cited ; -nor (hall I thhik it needful to do this, with all the 
writers of the firft four* centuries, but fuch only as were the 
moil early, and are the moft confiderable. It will be enough. 
to ihew inftances in fuch as Juftin Martyr, Athenagdras* 
Theoph>l<ts Antiochemis, Irenaeus, Clemens Alejcandrinus, 
&c. who lived in the fecond century, and to obferve concern- 
ing the -Fathers of the next centuries, fuch as Origen, Cy- 
prian, Cyril, Aaftin, and others of and about their time, thai; 
they do in innumerable places cite this (as well as our other) 
Gofpels; for the proof of which 1 would refer, the deader, who 
will take no farther pains in the matter, to the Indexes of the 
Texts of Scripture, which are macte and put at the end of their 
works by their editors. I proceed then to thofe early Fathers 
above-named, viz. Juftin Martyr, Athenagoras, Theophilus 
Antiocbenus, Iren*us ? and Clemens Alexandrinus, whofe 

works 


& 


M. Ahttbtiv* s Gtfpd 


»A*¥ Or. 


works I have with this view carefully examined, and find them 
very often to have cited or referred to this Gofpel of St* Mat- 
thew. 

I. As t$ JtfSTlfc MAkTYR. 

• J Catalogue of fever til plaas tohkh art it fed out bftii. 
- Matthew's Gofpel in the Works ofjnfllh Martyr* 

Justin MAttTYft's Works. 
I Apolog. 2. pro Chrtfto, 


Su Matthew's GofpeL 
i Ch.i. 21. 


2 Ch» ii. ii. 


3 Ctu iii. I, 2 y J, si. 


«*MM 


— ir, t2i 


£ Ch. iv. i, — 8, 9, ia v n« 


6 Ch. v. 20. 


7 Ch- v. 16, 22, 28, 29, 32, 

3 6 » 37* 39> +2, 44> 45* 
46, 47 f and Ch. vi. 2> 

19, 2«s 21, 26, 32, 33» 
* 35* 45- yiz * a confiderable 
fart of our Lord's Ser- 
mon-en the Mount in Su 
Matthew?* words. 
£ Ch. v» 44. 


P'75- 
2 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

p. 315. et p. 334. This 
befap be cited ii yfy$*ir- 

Tpe't iv Tot* awrtfLfHfHHvpMtri 

tm clirorfa** fl^rSyfrowPthe 
Commentaries of Chrift's 
Apoftte*. 
3, Dialog, cum Tpy|ih* Juft, 
P.31& 

4 Ibid. p. 268. 

5 Ibid.p.3541. and p. 3*3*0 

7%tf be fays waif written 

*<*orf>wf : i. e. in th$ 
Commentaries of the A- 
poftles. 

6 Ibid. p. 333. Tfns be fays 

he learnt from Jke Jam 
books* ' 

7 Apolog. 2. pro Chriftian; 

p. 6i» 62> 63* 


8 Dialog, cuirt Trypfir p." 

3*4- 

Ibid. 


«» 
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St Matthew's GofoL Justin Martyr's Works. 

9 Ch. vii. 15. 9 Ibid, p. 253. 

10 ■ 19, 21, &c. 10 Apolog. 2. pro Chrift. p. 

64. et Dialog, cum 
Tryph. Jud. p. 301. 

11 Ch. viii. n.\ II Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

P- 3 0I > 349> 37°- 

12 Ch. ix. 13. 12 Apol. 2. pro Chrift. p. 

62. 

13 Ch. x. 28. 13 Ibid. p. 66. 

14 Ch. xi. 12, — 15. 14 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

p. 271. 

*5 27. 15 Apol. 2. pro Chrift. p. 95. 

ct in Dialog. cumTryph. 
Jud. p. 326. 

16 Ch. xii. 39, 40. 16 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

P- 334- 

17 Ch. xtii. 3, 4, &c. 17 Ibid. p. 354. 

18 Ch. xvi. 21. 18 Ibfd. p. 302, et 327. 

*9 26, 27. * 19 Apol. 2. pro Chrift. p. 

62. 

20 Ch. xvii. 10, n, I2# 20 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

p. 269. 

21 Ch. xix. 12. 21 Apolog. 2. pro Chrift- 

ian. p. 62. 

22 ■ 16, 17. 22 Ibid. p. 63. ct Dial, cum 

Tryph. Jud. p. 328. 
23 - 26. 23 Ibid. p. 66. 

24 Ch. xx i. i, 2. 24 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

p. 272. 

25 13. 25 Ibid. p. .235. 

26 Ch. xxii. 16, 17, — 21. 26 Apol. 2* pro Chrift. p. 

64. 
2 7 3°« 27 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

p. 308. 
28 3 2 - 28 Apol. 2. pro Chrift. p. 

96. 
2 9 — — 3 6 * *«• ; 29 Ibid. p. 63, • 
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St. Matthew's Go/pel. Justin Marty*'* Werks. 


30 Ch. xxiii. 23, 2J. 

31 Ch. xxiv. 24. 

32 Ch. xxvi. 26 9 &e. 


33 


M* 


39- 


34 Ch. xxvii. 42, 43. 

35 46- 


30 Dialog, cum Tryph. JwL 

p. *35* * 339- 

31 Ibid. p. 253. 

32 Apol. 2. pro Chrift. p. 

98. This he fays is de- 
livered by the JtpoJiIes y 

iv To*V ytvof&oif far eeMh 
dvofjuniii.QnviACWw, a xaXtTreu 

ivuyfax : i. e. in the 
Commentaries or Books 
made by them, which are 
called Golpels. 

33 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

p. 326, et 331. 

34 Ibid. p. 328. 

35 Ibid. p. 326. 


II. Athenagoras. 

He was a writer of the fecond century, either coeval 
with, or not long tfter Juftin-Maffyr? be wrote an 
excellent Apology for Chriftianity, which is infcribed to 
M. Aurelius Antoninus, and L. Aurelius Commodus, 
in which, though a (hort work, I have obferved the fol- 
lowing references to St. Matthew's Gofpel. 


St. Matthew's GofteL 

1 Ch. v. 44, 45. 
2 46, 47* 

3 28. 

4 Ch. xix. 9. 


Athenagorje Legat 
Chriftian. 

1 Page ir» 
2 12, 

3 36- 

4 37- 


pr* 


III. Theophilus Antiochenus. 

He lived under -&e fame Emperors, and was cotempo- 
tary with Athenagoras j he wrote three final! treatifes, 

infoibc^ 


4pjAP» Ilf. cited by tbt taltr Fathers $$ 

infcribed to Aytolycus, againft the enemies of Chrift- 
ianity. He made ufe alio of St. Matthew's Gofpel* 
as appears from the following places. 

St. Matthew's Gofpeh Theophilus Antioche- 

NUS. 

1 Ch. xix. 26. I Lib. I. p. 92. 

2 Ch. v. 28. a Lib. 3. p. 126. He cites 

under the name ofziay- 

3 Ch. xix. 9. 3 Ibid. • 

4 Ch. v. 44—47* 4 * b *d* 

5 Ch. yi. 3. 5 Ibid. 

IV. Irenjeus. 

I propofed here, as in the former inftance, to have pro* 
<Iuced all the feveral places in Irenseus, where St. Matthew's 
Gofpel is cited ; but fince that purpofe, I find myfelf prevented 
herein by the care and in<)uftry of Feuardentius; at the end of 
his edition of Irenseus, there is an index already made with 
jgreat.exa&nefs, of moft of the citations which that Father has 
made of this Gofpel ; I have been at the pains carefully to ex- 
amine every one of them, and do not find above ten or twelve 
fajfe references in the whole. It will be enough therefore to 
refer the reader to the index of Feuardentius, only adding two 
obf$rvations which I have made, viz. 

(1.) That Irenaeus has at leaft two hundred and -fifty times 
cited or taken paflkges out of this Gofpel. 

(2.) That he does feveral times Cite St. Matthew by 
name ; viz. in the following places. 

• 

1 Lib. 3. adv. Haeref, c. 11. p. 259* citing ihofe-worib* 

Matt. i. j. 
a Lib, 3. £, j8. p« 277. citing ch. it h 18—21. 
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3 Lib. 3. c. 26. in init. collat. cum 25. in fin. citing 
ch. i. 18. 
r 4 Lib. 3. c. 10. citing ch. ii. 2, &c. 

5 Lib,. 3* .c. 9. citing ch. ii. 13, 

6 Ibid, citing ch. Hi. 3. 

7 Ibid.' citing ch. iii. 7. 

8 Ibid, citing ch. iii. 9. 

9 Lib. 3. c. 18. citing ch. iii. 16. 

V. Clemens Alexandrinus. 

There is indeed a large collection of the texts of this Gof- 
pel cited by Clemens, prefixed to his works; but upon en* 
quiry, I find this colle&ion in many refpe&s fo inaccurate, fo 
falfe, and defe&ive, that as I could not depend upon it myfelf, 
fo neither can I refer the reader to it. I have therefore made 
the following colledion, which, though perhaps it does not 
contain all the places of St. Matthew's Gofpel cited by Cle- 
mens, yet, I dare fay, contains the far greateft part, without 
any one reference which is not fairly and juftly made. 

A Catalogue of the places of St. Matthew's Gofpely cited or 
referred to by Clemens Alexandrinus. 

St. Matthew's Gofpel. The Works of Clemens 

Alexandrinus. 

1 Ch. iii. 7. 1 Pacdagog. Lib. 1. c. 9. p. 

123. 

2 9.. 2 Admonit. ad Gent. p. 3. 
3 l2 < 3 Paedagog. Lib. 1. c. 9. p. 

125. 

4 Ch. v. 5. 4 Stromat. Lib. 4. p. 488. 

5 ' 8- 5 Lib. 5. p. 548. 

6 ■ .10. 6 " ■ Lib. 4. p. 484. 

7 *3- 7 P*<kgog- Lib. 3. c. ir. 

p. 257. et Stromat. Lib. 
1. p. 290. 

St. 
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St. Matthew's Go/pel. The Works of Clemens 

Alexandrinus. 

8 Chap. v. 15. 8 Stromat. Lib. 1. p. 275. 

9 ' 20. g ■ Lib. 6. p. 696. 

10 * ' ■ 25. 10 Lib. 4. p. 512. 

11 ■ 27, 28. 1 1 Paedagog. Lib. 2. c. 6. p. 

169. et Admonit. ad 
Gent. p. 68. 
11 , 29* 12 Paedagog. Lib. 3. c. II. 

13 — — - 3°- 13 - c. 3. p. 223. 

14 — — 37. 1^ Stromat. Lib. 5. p. 596. 

15 ' 39> 4°» 15 Admonit. ad Gent. p. 68. 

et Paedagog. Lib. 3. c. 
12. p. 262. 

16 44* 45- 16 Stromat. Lib. 4. p. Sir, 

5 f 2 . et Paedagog. Lib. 1 • 
c. 8. p. 118, 119. 

17 ' . 48- 17 Lib. 4. p. 529. 

18 Ch. vi. i,2,&C. 18 Ibid. 

19 ■■■ 9* - 19 Paedagog. Lib. 1. c. 8. p. 

119. 

20 ■ 24. 20 Stromat Lib. 3. p. 436. 

et Lib. 6. p. 486. 

21 ■ 25i 26, &c. 21 Paedagog. Lib. 2. c. 1. p. 

148. et Lib, ejufd. c. 10. 
p. 197, 198. et Stro- 
mat. Lib* 4. p. 487. 

22 - 34- 22 — — — — Lib. i., c. 12. 

p. 134. et ejufd. Lib. c. 
5. p. 88. 

23 Ch. vii. 6. 23 Stromat. Lib. I. p. 297. 

24 — ; — 7* .24 p. 295, et Lib. 2. 

p. 410. Lib. 3. p. 450* 
Lib. 5. p. 553. 

25 ■ 12. 25 Paedagog. Lib. 3. c. 12. 

p. 260. confer Stromat. 
Lib. 2. p. 421. 
D 3 St. 
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St. Matthew's Gofprt. The Works of Clemens 

ALfeXANDRINUS. 

26 Chap. vii. 13. 26 Admonit. ad Gent. p. 63. 

et Stromat. Lib, 4. p. 

476. 
yj — — 15, 27 Admonit. ad Gent. p. 3, 

28 — 18. 28 Paedagog. Lib. 2. c. 5. p. 

166. 

29 Ch. viii. 12. *9 Lib. *• c - I0 ' *• 

129. 
-o ___* 5^0. 3° Stromat. Lib. i. p. 28o» 

31 .-- 22, 3 1 ' Lib. 3- P- 43 6 - 

32 Ch. x. 5. 32 : Lib. 3. p. 4^1. 

33 * 23, 33 Lib. 4. p. 504, 

34 26. 34 Lib. I - P» 2 75* 

35 27. 35 ■ ' ' P* 2 97< 

36 32, 33, 36 ' Lib* 4, p. 502, 

5°3- 
37 - ■■ ■ 1 ti 39, 37 — ^-^Lib. 2. p. 407, 

et Lib. 4. p> 484. 

78 - 41, 38 - -J Lib. 4. p. 4^8. 

39 Ch. *i. 3, 4. &c t 39 Padagog. Lib. 1. c. 10, 

p. 1*9. 
40 12, 4° Stromat. Lib. 4. p. 476, 

et Lib. 5. p. 553. 

41 n • 17, 41 Paedagog, Lib. 1. c. 5, 

p. 85. 

42 "Vum. ■' ! i€.« < 42 Stromat. Lib. 3. p. 448. 
** u*_ j a, 43 Paedagog. Lib. 2, c. 2. p, 

158. 

44 25. • 44 Lib. 1. c. 6. p, 

* , 96. 

45 1 i i < 27* 45 - " ' ' P- 89. et c. t$. p, 
.. ., 119. 

46 28) 2g, 30, 4 6 Admonit. ad Gent. p. 75, 

et Paedagog. Lib. I . c. 10, 
p. 129* et Stromat. Lib. 
S^p. 560. 
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, $U Matthew's Go/pel. 

47 Ch. xii. 36, 37. 

48 Ch. xi\u u. 

49 1- *3- 

50 Ch. xy. 9. 


5* 


5* 


II 


22i 


53 Ch. xvii. 5. 

54 Ch. xviii. 3. 

55 21, 22. 

56 Ch. xix. 6, 8. 

yj jo, II, 12, 

58 13. 


59 


21 


60 Ch. xx. 1 6* 

61 2*. 

62 Ch. xxii. 30, 

63 37. 


64 


37—40. 


65 Ch. xxiii. 6. 


66 

67 

68 


9- 
27, 

37 


The Works of Clemens 
Alexandrinus. 

47 Paedagog. Lib. 2. c. 6u 

p. 169. 

48 Stromat. Lib. 5. p. 586. 
j^g , Lib. 1. p. 270. 

50 Paedagog. Lib. i. c. 9. p. 

121. 

51 Lib. 2. c. 6. p. 

168. 

52 Stromat Lib. 6. p. 680. 

53 Paedagog. Lib. I. c. II. 

P- *33- 
5+ , c. 5. p. 85. 

55 — _ Lib. 3. c. 12. p. 

261. 

56 Stromat. Lib. 3. p. 446. 

57 p. 447. 

58 Paedagog. Lib. 1. c. 5. p. 

85. m : 

59 — _ Lib. 2. c. 3. p. 

160. et Stromat. Lib. 4. 
p. 485. 

60 Stromat. Lib. 5. p. 554. 

61 Paedagog. Lib. i.e. 9. p. 

126. 
62 c. 4. p. 84. 

63 ' tib. 3. c. 12. p. 
260. 

64 Stromat. Lib. 2. p. 391. 

65 Paedagog. Lib. 3. c. I2 t 

p. 262. 

66 Stromat. Lib. 3. p. 463. 

67 Paedagog. Lib. 3. c. 9. p« 

241. 

68 ■■ ■ Lib. 1. c. 5. p. 

86. et c. 9. p. 121 et 123. 

« 
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St. Matthew's Gofpel. 


part iv. 


69 Ch. xxiv. 13. 

70 Ch. xxv. 34, &c. 


7 1 


40 - 


72 Ch. xxvi. 23. 

73 ■ 26 — 28. 


The Works of Clemens 
Albxandrinus. 

69- Stromat. Lib. 4. p. 503. 

70 Paedagog. Lib. 3. c. 12. 

p. 262. et Stromat. Lib. 

2. p. 39 1 * 392- 

71 Paedagog. Lib. 3. c. 4. 

% p. 231. 

72 ■■ Lib. 2. c 8. p« 

176. 
7 -j ■■ c. 2. p. 158. 


Befides the works of Clemens Alexandrinus, which are 
mfually found together, there is alfo a fmall trad extant, in- 
titled, Tfc c»#t*.tv& m>*cn& j i. e. What rick man can he 
faved ? publifhed laft by Biihop Fell at Oxford, 1683 ; it 
feems to have full evidence of its genuinenefs, not only that 
Eufebius, Hift. Ecclef. 1. 3..C. 23. cites a large piece of it as 
die work of Clemens under this feme title, but thai: Photius, 
Cod. cxi. fays, The Stromata of Clemens Alexandrinus were in 
q very antient copy of that Father's works reckoned ta be eight; 
whereas now there are but feven : the firjl feven, fays he, had 
the fame title^ but the eighth differ ed, being intitled in feme co- 
piesj What rich man can l?e faved ? — The treatife is very 
fmall, not making above fixty fmall pages in tfre Oxford duo- 
decimo edition, but contains fuch numerous citations of this 
and other proofs of the New Teftament, that I thought it pro* 
per to colled them* 

F • •»» 


St. Matthew's Gofpel. 
l Ch. v. 34 

The Treatife ^Clemens A- 
LEXANDRINUS, intitled) 
Quis Dives falvetur ? 

I Cap. xvi. p. 42. et c. 
xvii. p. 46. In this place 
St. Matthew is cited by 

2 — — & 

3 *3> H« 



name. 

2 Ibid. 

3 Cap, xxxvi. p. 97. 

St. 
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4* 


4 Ch. v. 25. 

5 29. 

6 39. 

7 Ch. vi. 14. 
.8 19. 

9 — ai. 

Ch. vii. i, &c. 

1 ■■ 21. 

2 Ch. ix. 13. 

3 Ch. x. 22. 

4 ' 40. 

S —4i- 

6 Ch. xi. 12. 

7 ■ ■ 27* 

8 Ch* xii. 35. 
[9 Ch. xiii. 17* 

20 Ch. xvii. 27. 

21 Ch. xviii. io 9 

22 Ch. xix. 21. 

23 — *4- 

24 — — 27, 28. 

25 Ch. xxii. 36, 37, &c. 

26 Ch. xxiii. 12. 


27 Ch. xxv. 36, &c. 


Tie treatife of Clemens A- 

LEXANDRINUS, intitled> 

Quis Dives falvetur ? 
4 Cap. xl. p. 106. 


5 

6 

7 
8 

9 
10 

it 

12 

*3 

IS 
16 

17 
18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

as 

26 


xxiv. p. 65. 
xviii. p. 49. 
xl. p. 105. 
- xiii. p. 34. 
xvii. p. 45. 
• xxxiii. p. 90. 
xxix. p. 81. 
xxxix. p. 102. 
xxxii. p. 89. 
xxxi. p. 82. 
p. 85. 


xxi. p. 57. 

viii.p. 21. 

xvii. p. 45. 

xxix. p. 8r. 

xxi. p. 58. 

xxxi. p. 82. 

x. p. 25. 1 

ii. p. 6. ' 

xxii. p* j(8. 

xxvi. p. 74, &c. 

i. p. 5. Here this 
Gofpel is called 0*r<>< \6- 
y<xy i. e. the word of 
God. 
27 Cap. xiii. p. 34. 


Arc III. The Gofpel of St. Matthew is Canonical, £/- 
caufe it was read as Scripture in the ajfemblies or churches of 
the primitive Cbri/lians, by Prop. VI. I have above proved 
(Vol. I. Part I. Ch. X.) from Juftin Martyr, Tertullian, 
Cyprian, &c. that it was the conftant cuftom of the primitive 
churches to read the facred Scriptures as part of their moil 
fokmn divine fervice 5 I am now to prove that St. Matthew's 

Gofpel 
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Gofpel was always among thefe books ; and that will be 
evident j 

i. From Cyril of Jerufalem ; who, enumerating the books 
which ought to be read in the Churches, and which were read 
in the Churches, fays, Among tht New Tejiament books there 
were only four Gojpels, and that all others were fpurious an/t 
hurtful*. After reciting the other books of the New Tefta- 
ment, he adds a little below, That all others were to he rejefti4 % 
and as not being read in the church, were not to be read in pri- 
vate by his catechumen — No one acquainted with Cyril's writ- 
ing, and the other books of his time, can poffibly queftiqn 
whether St. Matthew is included among the four Gofpels y 
which he fpeaks of, as being read in the churches ; especially 
confidering that he frequently appeals to that Evangelift's 
Gofpel, as facred ; and in one place b does appeal to him, as 
having wrote a Gofpel in tejiirnony of the truth of Cfcri/lianitfr 
which ought to be credited. 

2. From the council of Laodicea, Can, LIX. where it is 
declared, that no books which were not of the Canon jhould be 
read in the churches^ and that thofe which were of the Canon 
and ought to be ready were the Gofpel according to St» Mat- 
thew, &c^ c 

3. Frofn the teftimony of Juftin Martyr it feeins notam** 
fairly to be concluded, that St. Matthevfs Gofpel was read in 
the primitive churches. The proof I aim at, is as fojlpweth; 
That Father tells us d , that on every Sunday there was an of- 

fembly of the neighbouring Chriftians, and t» *ntf>pnv.wwp»rot, t2> 

9 Avor6><af»—dvayn>ua-xiTa.^ the Memoirs or Commentaries of the jfpo~ 

files were read\ under this word cLvoimponCpcvra, were included 


, * T19? 54 xotfWK StaSixw ret 
rsavctfqt. w&yy&'Khct' %oL & toura 

%oivti-r*-ra, St Aoiwa wa,rv» %%& 
1MO&V IV iKVTtpW xou ovef, yt.iv ftp 

s*K^n?iai$ (jw ot>9<*yiw<rKtTcu, rav- 

Ta twbl Kctret ofctyro* dw^iwettM^ 
Catech. TV. §. 22. 
b Catech. XIV. §. 8* 


c Non oportet-— Jibros in JSccIe- 
Cis leccsre, qui font extra Canonem, 
nifi folos Canonicos Novi et Veteris. 
Teftamenti. Quee autem oporteat 
legi, et in au&ontatem recipi, bsec 
funt — fc. Novi Teftamenti .Evange- 
lism iecundum Mattteum, &c. 

b Apolog. a. pro Christian* 
p. 98* 


thofe 
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thofe books which we now call Gofpels^ as is plain from what 
he faid immediately before, viz. it to** yttofxho^ W avrut aVo^inr 
fMptv/xcta-ify a xdXtircu tva,y[l*ia : i. e. in the Commentaries made by 
the jtpoftlesy which are called Ggspels : it follows therefore, 
that the Gofpels, which were made by the Apoftles,were read 
in the churches of Chriftians in the time of Juftin Martyr ; 
and that St. Matthew's Gofpel was among thefe is moft appa- 
rently evident, becaufe Juftin in many places of his writings, 
citing paflages out of this Gofpel, cites them as what he read 
in, and learnt from, thefe owrouwjpjrtt^uunr <ru> *Aworo>A» t i, e. 
from thefe Commentaries or Gofpels of the ApoftUs \ i. e. from 
St Matthew's Gofpel, where thofe words only are to be 
found. 

Arg. IV. The Gofpel of St. Matthew is Canonical, be- 
caufe it is found among thofe which the churches of Syria jy-t 
ceivedasfuchy and which they collefied together^ and tranjlated as 
Scripture in or near the ApoftUs 9 time 9 Prop. XV. I (hall only 
obferve farther, that the Author of this excellent verfion of the ' 
New Teftament into Syriac (or fome onedfe) at the end of 
St. Matthew's Gofpel has annexed the following teftimony, 
which it will not be foreign to my purpofe to tranfcribe : 
i-xj^o A^j^a^x 1^1? wAiD! ]Zoio^ \m*j> ^s\^o\ )gl±+ 

i. e. The end of the Holy Gofpel of the preaching of Matthew^ 
which he preached in Hebrew in the land ofPaleJline. 

Thus I have endeavoured to eftablilh the Canonical autho* 
rity of this Gofpel of St* Matthew by various arguments. 
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CHAP. IV. 

Other Arguments to prove the genuine Authority of St. Mat- 
thew's Go/pel. Bartholomew took it to preach in his Travels* 
Papias and Hegejippus give Credit to it. The Manichees* 
Objettion againjl this Go/pel. Faujlus's Objection from St. 
Matthew's oblique Way of Speech (ix. g.) considered and re- 
futed. Other Objections confidered. 

BESIDES the preceding arguments, I have met with fe~ 
veral other things, which feem to be no fmaU proof of St. 
Matthew's Gofpel being of genuine and Canonical authority. 
Thefe are ; 

i. That St. Bartholomew, who was one of our Saviour's 
twelve Apoftles, when he went forth to preach and propagate 
the Chriftian faith, took 4*long with him the Gofpel of St. Mat- 
thew ; and particularly that he preached according to this Gof- 
pel among the Indians^ and lefi it among them at his departure 
from them : and that Pantaenus afterwards, viz. in the fecond 
century, found this Gofpel among them; this is related both by 
Eufebiu$ a , and Jerome b , and feems clearly to prove that St. 
Matthew's Gofpel met with a fukable reception, and was 
efteemcd of the greateft authority even in the Apoftles' time. 

It mky indeed be obje&ed, that the Gofpel which St. Bar- 
tholomew left among the Indians, is faid by Eufebius to have 
been written in Hebrew letters, and that I have elfewhere c at- 
tempted to prove that this very Gofpel was that of the Naza- 
rehes. 

To which I anfwer, that as I have endeavoured largely to 
prove, that St. Matthew's Gofpel was originally written in 
Greek d , fo I eafily allow there was a very early verfion of it 
made into Hebrews and this as yet uninterpolated nor enlarged 


* Hift. Eccl- lib. 5. c. 10. 173. 

b Catal. Vir. Illuitr. in Barthol. * Vindication of St.. Matthew's 

Pantaen. Gofpel againft Mr, Whifton, ch. 

c Vol. II. Partl.Ch.X.p. 172, 17, 18, 19. 

with 
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with the Nazarcne additions, is what, I fuppofe, St. Bartho- 
lomew, who was a Jew, and preached (as the reft of the Apo- 
ftles at this time) principally to thofe of his own nation, did 
take along with him in his travels. 

2. That Papias, who was according to Irenaeus a a difciple 
of John, and an acquaintance of Polycarp, intimates very 
clearly, that St. Matthew's Gofpel was in common ufe in bis 
time b . 

That Hegefippus% a writer of the fecond century, wroti 
fome dijfertations upon the Gofpel of the Hebrews^ or the Gofpel 
of St. Matthew, which the Nazarenes made ufe of Now thefe 
diflertations were wrote either upon the fuppofition, that this 
Hebrew Gofpel was the true one of St f> Matthew, or that it 
was not ; if we fay the latter^ it is then evident they muft be 
wrote with defign to vindicate the authority of St. Matthew's 
true Gofpel againft the Nazarenes' copy j if the former j the 
authority of St. Matthew will be alio thereby eftablifhed, be- 
caufe all the credit, which the Nazarene Gofpel had or pretend- 
ed to, even among themfelves, was founded upon the fuppo- 
fition of its being St. Matthew's; which, though falfe, yet 
fhews the high opinion the primitive Chriftians did entertain 
of that Evangelift's writing. 

The only perfons (as far as I know) among the antients* 
who have made any obje&ions againft the authority of this 
Gofpel, were the Manichees : the main and principal argu- 
ments which Fauftus has made ufe of againft it, are taken 
from the difficulties of the genealogy, Ch. I. But thefe fa^jiot 
within my confideration, it being fufficient to my defign to 
make it appear, that St. Matthew's Gofpel was received as 
Scripture by the primitive Chriftians : one thing only I would 
obferve, which feems more nearly to affect its authority, viz. 
d that Fauftus undertakes to prove that this Gofpel was not 
written by St. Matthew, becaufe of the oblique manner ofex- 


» Adv. Haeref. lib. 5. c. 33. * Auguft. contr. Fauft. Maniclu 

* Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 3. c. 39. L17. c. x. Quis ergo dc & ipfofcri- 

in fine 5 liffjvhttvat X olvt* (i. e. E- bens dicat, Vidit hominem et vocavit 

vangelium Matthaei) *>f J&wr* i- Eum, et iecutus eft Eum, ac non po- 

xam. tlus dicat, Vidit Mc, et vocavit Ma 

< Ibid. lib. 4. c. 11. * c - 
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prefjion (as it is called) which we meet with, Matt. ix. 9. And 
As yejus faffed forth from thence^ he faw a man named Mat- 
thew, fitting at the receipt ofcuftom, and he faith unto him, Fol- 
low me; and He arofe and followed him: a Matthew, (ays 
c( Fauftus, did not write that Gofpel, but feme one eWe under 
"his name, as is plain by thofe very words of the pretended 
cc Matthew $ for who, fays lie, writing concerning himfelf, 
" would fay, he faw a Man, and called Him, and He follow- 
u ed him ; and would not rather fay, He faw Me, and called 
w Me, and I followed him ?" But nothing can be more Weak 
than this fort of arguing, it being a thing undeniable, that this 
oblique way of writing is common in all forts of hiftorians, 
and that they very frequently do fpeak of themfelves not in the 
firft, but in the third perfon. It is common (fays Aufttn in 
his anfwer to* Fauftus on this head) in fecular or (what we 
call) profane hiftories. It is always done by Mofes, and very 
frequently by our Saviour and his Apoftles. The many in- 
ftances which that Father produces, and which are every 
where to be met with, make it neediefs for me to produce any. 
He who has a mind may confult the many places in Mofes's 
writings, where we find him fpeaking in the third perfon of 
himfelf, or in this oblique way of fpeech, viz. And the Lord 
&id unto Mofes, and Mofes did fuch and fuch things ; and be- 
fides thefe, the places both of the Old and New Teftament re- 
ferred to at the bottom of the page 5 . So that this argument 
will by no means prove what it is brought for, that Matthew 
did not write that Gofpel which goes under his name. 

The German Anabaptifts of the laft and preceding century 
(perfons very different in their principles and pra&ices from 
thofe who now go under that denomination among us) and 
thofe which were called the Servetians, or followers of Michael 
Servetus, among other of their whimfical opinions, denied the 
credit and authority of this Gofpel. Their principal argu- 
ments are, (1.) That the author of the Gofpel has mifapplied 

• Auguit. contr. Fauft. Manich. xviii. 2. Luke xviii. S. John v. 23, 
lib. 17. c. 4. 25, &c. John xxi: 24. Vid. Au- 

•> Gtn. iv. 24.. Num. xxlv. s, 4« guft. Trafct. 61 . in Joann. et GlalT- 
Jerem. xxviii. 5, 10, 15. Jonah i. Gram. Sacr. lib. iv, Tra&. 1. Ob* 
i . et per tot. Matt. viii. 2o» xi. 19. ferv. 17. 

many 
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many prophecies of the Old Teftament to prove the Divinity of 
Chrift. (1») That the true Gofpel of St. Matthew was wrote 
in Hebrew, whereas this which we now have under his name 9 
feems originally to have been wrote in Greek* . 

To the firft of thefe my defign does not oblige me to girt 
any arifwer J becaufe all I undertake to prove is, that the Gof- 
pel was received as St. Matthew's, and of as great authority in 
the primitive Church, without any refpeft to the fcveral diffi- 
culties that may be in its contexture; though it were no diffi- 
cult matter to (hew the wifehood of their allegation. 

To the feconi it Will be fufficient to anfwer, that I have 
elfewhere proved b that St. Matthew's true Gofpel was not 
originally written in Hebrew, and that it was a miftake hi the 
Fathers to aflert that it was wrote in that language, there ne* 
ver having been any oilier Hebrew Gofpel of St. Matthew, 
tut what was a translation out of his original Greek, and after- 
wards interpolated by the Nazarenes, was made ufe of by them 
?s the true Gofpel of das Evangelift. 


CHAT. V. 

r 

^Concerning the Time of St. Matthew's writing his Gofpel. 

Ir emeus and Eufebius differ in this Matter. The Opinion 

of the latter proved to be more probable than that of the 

former $ vi%» that he wrote A. D. XLL and not A. D* 

LIX. or LX. 

IT remains now that I fayfotnewhat concerning the time, in 
which it is moft probable that St Matthew's Gofpel was 
written; and herein I find it difficult to come to any certainty, 
becaufe of the difagreement there is between the antients them* 
(elves, as to the matter. I fliall firft lay down the differentv 
opinions, and then pbferve what appears more probable. 

* Sixt. Scnenf. Bibl. Sanft. 1.7. QoM, ch.ivu, xviuu xix. See alf# 
dc Evang. Matt. Hgref. p. 581. of this work) Vol. I. Fait II * Ch« 

> Vindication of St. M^thm's XXIX. p. }Q$, &c, 

i. The 
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1. The fir ft is that of Irenxus*, who tells us, that Mat r 
thew publijhed his Gofpel among the Hebrews in their own Ian* 
guage^ while Peter and Paul were preaching at Rome y and lay- 
ing the foundations of a church there. Now as I have had oc- 
casion to obferve in another place, though it is not certain 
when Peter was at Rome, yet Paul was there in the third year 
of Nero ; i. e. in or about the year of Chrift LIX. or LX. 
as Eufebius relates in his Chronicon\ and to this moft Chrono- 
logers b and writers of church-hiftory agree c . 

2. Eufebius in his Chronicon has placed the writing of St* 
Matthew's Gofpel in the third of Caligula ; u e* eight years 
after ChrifFs afcenfion t or the year of Chrift XLL 

Bdides thefe two, I know none of the writers of the firft 
centuries who have affigned any time, in which they fuppofe 
St. Matthew to have wrote: Nicephorus d indeed has without 
any reafon afferted, that it was wrote fifteen years after ChriJFs 
afcenfton ; but he being fo late a writer (viz. of the ninth cen- 
tury), his teftimony can deferve no regard here. As to more 
modern writers, I find they generally credit and follow Eufebius 
in this matter; nor do I know any one befides the famous Je- 
fuit Andradius", Chemnitius f , and Dr. Mill ^ who have be- 
lieved Irenaeus in this matter. That which influenced the 
firft of thefe to his opinion was, that he thereby was able the 
better to fupport the Popifli do&rine of the neceffity of traditions^ 
and the infufficiency of the Scripture. For if the Chriftians 
were without any authentick hiftory of Chrift, and St. Mat- 
thew did not write till the time which Irenaeus mentions ; i.e. 
till the year of Chrift LIX. or LX. i. e. for the fpace of 
twenty fix or twenty feven years, it would feem fomewhat fa- 


■ Adv. Haeref. lib. 3. cap. 1. 
*0 pit $ MocrScLiQ? \v toiq 'E^paiotf 
'»n! l&ia avruv o»aA/xT6> xat ypaifw 
' tfyivtyxtf wayfttde, t» tlirfis *at ra 
Ha*JXa it 'Pv(*vi «t;ayJAt£b/AfW xat 
§s[xt\ioviT(i)» T7}v IxKKiio-tav* See the 
Greek in Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. lib. 5. 
c. 8. 

b Helvicus, Petavius, Dr. Light- 
foot, Mr. Tallents, &c. 


c Spanheim, Eachard, Le Clerc, 

d Lib. 2. c. 45. apud D. Care 
Hift. £iter. in Matth. p. 8. 

e Apud Chemnit. Exam. Con- 
di. Trident* Pars I. p. 28. 

f Lib. denuocit. p. 31. 

8 Prolegom. in Nov. Teft. §. 6 1 , 
&c. I find Mr. Whifton alfo fixes 
the time of St. Matthew's writing 
to this lame period • Eflay on Con- 
ftit.p. 16. 
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vourable to die Popifh fcheme, viz. that religion might be 
propagated by mere tradition without any writing. Chem- 
nitiu6 > though he well refutes the Jefuit's reafonings, yet 
agrees with him, that Irenaeus was in the right as to the time 
of St. Matthew's writing; becaufe, (ays he, it is fit we fhould 
rather credit the more antient, than later Fathers. Dr. Mill 
alfo credits Irenaeus, but without affigning the lead fhadow. 
of a reafbn, why that Father is to be credited rather. For my 
part, though I freely own it is difficult to come to any cer- 
tainty in the point, yet I canrtot but rather fubferibe tp Eu* 
febius than Irenaeus ; i, e. I rather think; St. Matthew's Gof- 
pel was written in the third year of Caligula, eight years 
after Chrift's afcenfion, a. d.'xl*. than in the third'year of 
Nero, fix or feven and twenty years after Chrift's afcenfion, 
a. d. lix. or lx. And for 'this opinion I (hall offer the 
following reafons j viz. 

I. Becaufe it is altogether improbable that the Cbrijlian 
churches Jbould for fo long a fpace as twenty fix or twenty feven 
years after ChriJVs afcenfion^ be left dejlitute of any genuine and 
authentick hiftory of the life and aclions, of the miracles and doc- 
trines ofjefus Cbrijl. To fuppofe this, is plainly to fuppofe 
the Apoftles either defective in their fceal for the intereft of 
Chriftianity, or elfe ignorant of one of the moft likely means 
to promote it. But I find Mr. Le Clerc has prevented me oq 
this head ; I fhall therefore omit faying any more on it, and 
give the reader a translation of his words : ** a They who think 
" that the Gofpels were written as late as Irenaeus faith, and 
cc fuppofe that for the fpace of about thirty years after our 
<l Lord's afcenfion, there were many fpurious Gofpels in the 
" hands of the Chriftians, and not one that was genuine and 
<c authentick, do unwarily caft a very great reflection upon the 
wifdom of the Apoftles ; for what could have been morg 
imprudence in them, than tamely to have fuffered the idle 
" ftories concerning Chrift to be read by the Chriftians, and 
" not to contradict theni by fome authentick hiftory wrote by 
" fome credible perfons, which might reach the knowledge of 

* Hift. Eccl. Secul. I. A. D. LXII. ^ 9. p. 414.. 
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c all men ? For my part, I can never be perfuaded to entertain 
4 fo mean an opinion of the prudence of men under the con- 
6 du&of the Holy Ghoft. Befides, Matthew has delivered to u$ 
1 not only the actions, but the difcourfes of Chrift ; and this he 

* trraft needs be able to do with greater certainty, while they 
( ^ere frefh in his memory, than when through length of time 
' he began to lofe the impreffions of them. It is true, the 
1 Holy Ghoft was with the Apoftles, to bring all things to 
4 their remembrance, which they had received of Chrift, ac- 
6 cording to the promife, John xiv. 26; but the Holy Ghoft 
c in this matter did not only infpire, but deal with them ac T 

* cording to their natural powers, as the variety of the ex- 
6 preffions in the Gofpel fliews." Thus far he; from 

whence it appears very improbable, that no Gofpel, which 
was authentick, was written before the time which Irenaeus 
mentions, viz, the year of Chrift lix. or lx. I am fenfibte 
this argument fuppofes, that St. Matthew's was the firft true 
Gofpel which was wrote j and that it was fo, is generally af- 
ferted by all the antients. 

2. Many of the moji antient manuferipts of this Gofpel da 
agree with Eufebius y that Su Matthew's Gofpel was wrote in 
the eighth year after our Saviour's afcenfion. Thus, for in- 
fiance, £eza a tells us, it was in his famous Clermont manu- 
fcript, which he gave to the Univerfity of Cambridge, and 
which is generally efteemed the oldeft manufcript of the Gof- 
pels, which is now in the world. Thus alfo it is at the end of 
feveral very antient Greek MSS. which Father Simon faw b , 
and more which are cited and referred to by Dr. Mill, among 
the manuferipts of the Gofpels in the Bodleian Library at 
Oxford. See Mill on Matt, xxviii. 20. 

3. The old Arabick Verfion joins in the fame account ; 
viz. that he^ St. Matthew i wrote his Gofpel in Pale/line y by the 
influence of the Holy Spirit^ in Hebrew^ eight years after cur 
Lord Jefus Chrift afcended in his fiejh to heaven^ and the firft 
year of the Roman Emperor Claudius c . This differs but very 

# 

* Annot. in Matt, xxviii. ult. c Vkl. Ludov, de Dicu ad, Matt, 

b Critic. Hiit. ot the Ntw I ell. xxviii. ult. 
par? i. c.xo. 

little 
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little from Eufebius ; for though he fays it was written in the 
third year of Caligula, and the Arabick Verfion in the firft 
year of Claudius, yet this will prove only half a year's differ- 
ence ; feeing Caligula reigned but three years and a few 
months, and Claudius immediately fucceeded him 

4. Theophyla& and Euthymius do alfo ajfert this Go/pel to 
have been written in the eighth year after ChrijVs afcenfion 9 
the former in hifr preface to his Expojition on Matthew \ the 
latter in his Commentaries on the GoJpels y which are in a rnanu- 
fcript in the Bodleian Library at Oxford a : and though thefe 
were late writers, yet their teftimony is for this reafon confi- 
derable, as it coincides with the teftimonies of others ; which 
cannot be faid of the opinion of Nicephorus above-mentioned. 

5. It may not perhaps be foreign to the purpofe to obferve, 
how diligent and careful Eufebius was in collecting his accounts 
of this fort ; and that though there are fome miftakes in his 
works (which in fo vaft undertakings could hardly be avoided) 
yet for the moft part he is very accurate and exa&, as a 
Chronologer and Hiftorian. 

6. What gives force to all the preceding Remarks is, that 
Irenaus is moft certafhfy mijiaken in the very next words to 
thefe y viz. as to the time of St. Mark's writing his Gofpel : 
he feith, that St. Mark wrote his Gofpel prra *i» ™r«r 7 £ &» : 
i.e. after the Seath of Peter and Paul, as thofe words un- 
doubtedly mean, and are well exprifled by the old Latin Ver- 
fion, poft horum exceffum* But this, I fay, is falfe, and con- 
trary to the exprefs affertions of many of the moft arttient pri- 
mitive writers, as will appear hereafter in my account of Mark. 
I know indeed that there have been fome, who have otherwife. 
tranflated thefe words; but this -has been obferved (by Vale- 
fius in Eufeb. lib. 5. c. 8. Father Simon's Crit. Hift. of the 
NewTeftl Part I. c. x. p. 87, 88.) to be a miftake, made by 
them with defign to fave Irenaeus from the charge of contra - 
di&ing the other Fathers. 

I will conclude the whole with adding, that whereas it 
was by fome made an objection againft this Gofpel, that ec- 

* It is cited by Dr. Mill among St. Matthew's Gofpel, in, his edition 
tit Greek teftimonies prefixed to of the Greek Teftament. 
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defiaftical writers differed as to the time of its being wrote, 
Eufebius fixing one time, and Irenacus another-% it is anfwered 
by Sixtus Senenfis in a method, which that learned man 
thought would reconcile Irenaeus and Eufebius together j viz* 
That St. Matthew firjl publijhed his Go/pel in Judea for th* 
ufe of his countrymen^ eight years after ChriJVs afcenJion % in the 
third year of Caligula; and that this was what Eufebius 
meant) but that the fame Evangeli/i a long time after^ when he 
went among the G entiles > publijhed, it more univer folly for the 
benefit of all Chrijiians \ and that this was what Irenaeus- 
meant b . But I leave this conjecture to the examination aft 
the learned in thefe things. 


CHAP. VI. 

The Scripture Account of St. Mark. There is no other of this 
Name mentioned in the New Te/iamenty but the Evangel?/?. 
Objections to this anfwered. He was Affijient to Peter and 
Paul in the Miniftry of the Gofpel. The credible Relations, 
which we have of St. Mori from the Antients, produced. 
Peter ufed him as an Interpreter. Afterwards he preached 
in Egypt, planted many Churches at Alexandria^ and was 

. ene of Chri/l*s feventy Difiples. 

CONCERNING St. Mark, the author of this Gofpel, 
there is fcarce any thing left us in Ecclefiaftical Hiftory, 
which can be depended upon with that certainty, which one 
would wifli for, and have expected in fuch a matter. 

In the writings of the New Teftament we have frequent 
mention of one named Mark ; and in the writings of the fol- 
lowing ages there are alfo fome few things concerning him, 


a Sixt. Sener.f. JRjMioth. Sanft. Objeft. §. 3. 
lib. 7. Pe Evang. Matrh. HsersT. * Ibid. Diflbjut. Objeft. §. 3. 

which 
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which may appear credible and material. I (hall confider 
each diftinfily. 

I. As to the accounts which the writings of the New Tejla- 
tnent give of Mark. The name is mentioned four times in 
the Ads of the Apoftles y viz. xii. 12, 25. xv. 37, 39. thrice in 
St. Paul's Epiftles, viz. ColofT. iv. 10. 2 Tim. iv. 11. Phi- 
lem. 24. once by St. Peter, 1 Epift. v. 13. Relating to 
which places I obferve ; , 

1. That it is generally agreed, that Mark the Evangelift is 
that Mariy which is mentioned l Pet. v. 13. The Church that is 
at Babylon defied together with you, faluteth you, andfi doth 
Marcus myfon. So Origen % Eufebius b , and Jerome c among 
the antients; Grotius d , Maldonate% Dr. Lightfoot f , Du 
Pin ?, and many other of the moderns. This is exceedingly 
probable for this reafon; viz. that it is the univerfal voice of 
antiquity, that Mark was Peter 9 s companion and ajjjiftant in 
preaching the Gofpel, and for that reafon called by him his 
fonj as Paul for the fame reafon calls Timothy his fin h , and 
particularly fays of him \ that as. a fin with a father be firved 
with him in the Gofpel. 

2. It is very probable that M$ri 9 mentioned in the Acls and. 
St. Paul's EpijUes (fee the places above cited) was the fame 
perfon as Mark the Evangelift or author of this GofpeU The 
reafons I affign for this, are, 

(I.) That the office of Mark the EvangtUji ', and this Mark 
mentioned in ibe A&$ of the Apojles and St. PauTs Epiftles y 
was the very fame, viz. to be an affiftant to the Apoftles (Paul 
and Peter) in the miniftry of the Word. Concerning the 
former^ we find Barnabas and Paul made ufe of him for that 
purpofe, A&s xii. 25. And though Paul aed Barnabas dif- 
fered upon the point, yet the latter was for taking him to be 


* Expofit. in Matth. apud Eu- f Harmon, of the New Tell, at 
feb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 6. c. 25. the year 65. 

* Hift. Ecckf. lib. 2. c. 15. « Hiftory <rf the Canon of the 
c Cataipg. Vir. illuft. in Marco, ^ew Teft. vol. 2. c. 2. §. 4. 

d Annot/in 1 Pet. v. 13. h 1 Tim. i. 2. 2 Tim. i. 2. 

e Prolegom. in Marc. 1 Cor. iv. 17. 

4 Phil. ii. 22, 
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an afliftant and companion in vifiting the churches, and did 
take him. In like manner Paul, who (as is generally agreed) 
was foon reconciled again to Mark, denied Timothy to bring 
him to Rome to him^for (fays he) he is ufeful to me (or aflifting 
to. me) in the work of the miniftry^ 2 Tim. iv. 11. And ac- 
cordingly we find he was afterwards with Paul, Colof. iv. 10. 
and is there called Jtfter 1 *s fon (or nephew) to Barnabas ; which 
is, by the way, no mean proof, that he was the lame perfon men- 
tioned Ac*h xv. 37. it feeming probable, that Barnabas's af- 
fection to Mark, as a relation, was, one reafon why he per- 
, lifted in his refolution to take him along with him. But to 
fay no more of this, it is plain Mark, mentioned in the Afts 
and St. Paul's Epiftles, was an afliftant to the Apoftles ; and 
the fame is certain as to Mark the Evangelift, viz. that he 
was afliftant, companion, or interpreter of Peter, as will un- 
deniably appear from the places, which will prefently be cited 
from the Fathers. Unlefs therefore we will fuppofe, that St. 
PauJ's afliftant and St. Peter's were both of the fame nanie, 
we muft conclude that the Mark, mentioned in the A£ts and 
St. Paul's Epiftles, was one and the fame perfon, who at dif- 
ferent times was with Paul and Peter engaged in the fame work. 
(2.) To fuppofe two Marks, one with Peter, and another 
with Paul, is to breed confufion where there needeth none y and 
to conceive that for which the Scripture giveth not only no 
ground^ but is plain enough to the contrary. It is eafily ken 
how John Mark came into familiarity both with Paul and 
Peter; and other Mark we can find none in the New Tefta- 
ment, unlefs of our own invention. Thefe are* the words of 
Dr. Lightfoot *, and feem to me to contain an argument fuf- 
ficiently juft, till fome good proof be made that die contrary 
opinion is true. 

(3.) The author of the Conftitutions of the Apoftles (Lib. 2i 
c. 57.) makes Mark the Evangelift an aftiflant of St. Paul ; 
i. e. the fame who i$ mentioned in the Alts and St. Paul's 
Epiftles ; and the latter Fathers, as CEcumenius, Theophy- 
Ja# (Praaf. in Marc), tell us the Evangelift Mark Was fur- 

a Loc. jam cit. , / 

named 
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named John, and the filler's fon of Barnabas, and the compa- 
nipn of Paul. 

I know indeed that Grotius * f and after him Cotelerius b , 
Dr. Cave c , Du Pin d , Mr. Eachard % and others, are of the 
contrary opinion, and fuppofe that Mark the Evangelift, and 
Mark mentioned in the A&s and St. Paul's Epiftles, were two 
different perfons. The two former of thefe have offered fome 
reafons for their opinion, which I (hall briefly confider : 

1.) They urge that they cannot be the fame, becaufe the 
antients never call the Evangelijls by the nam? of "John, but al- 
ways Mark \ whereas, fay they, John was the proper name of 
him who is mentioned in the Ads. 

Nothing is more common than the miftakes of learned per- 
fons j but I have feldom obferved one more grofs than this; for, 

(1. Though it is certain the furname of him mentioned in 
the Ads was Mark, Ads xii. 12, 25. and xv. 37. yet even 
the very fame chapter, two verfes afterwards, demonstrates (ver. 
39.) that the proper name of the per fon, i e. the name by which 
he was commonly called, was Mark, and not John. The words 
are, Barnabas took Mark, and failed to Cyprus. It had been 
firange therefore, if perfons in after ages Jhould have, called 
him John. 

(2. It was the common praclice among the Jews at that time \ 
to call perfons by that which was their furname, and not the other. 
So, for inftance, Simon, whofe furname was Peter ( Matt. x. 2. 
Mar. iii. 1 6. Ads x. 5, 18, 32.), wasmoft commonly called 
Peter. Lebbeus, whofe furname was Thaddeus (Matt. x. 3.), 
was always called Thaddeus. Jofes, who was furnamed Bar- 
nabas (Ads iv. 36.), was always called Barnabas. And fo I 
have obferved above concerning St. Matthew, that he was 
commonly called by his furname, viz. Levi, and fo is by 
Mark and Luke. 

(3. In St. Paul's Epiftles (where Grotius and I think Du 
Pin acknowledge the fime perfon is fpoken of) he is called aU 

• Protegom. in Marc. d Loc. jam cit. 

k In Conftitut. Apoft. lib. 1. c. e Ecclefiaft. Hift. b. ii, c.3. §. 

57* 4. 

? Lives of the Apoftles, p. 214. 
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ways Mark> and not John \ though our tranflators aukwafdly 
enough tranflate fometimes Marcus, and fometimes Mark ; 
which muft, as many other fuch things in our tranflation, 
confound a perfon unacquainted with the original, 

2.) It is urged by Du Pin, that Mark the Evangeliji kept 
ciofe to Peter ■, at the time when the other (Mark) was with 
Paul and Barnabas. But this is not proving, but a plain 
begging of the queftion, or taking that for granted which is 
the thing to be proved. 

I conclude therefore for the reafon above-mentioned, that 
Mark the Evangelift was die fame perfon, as he Who is men- 
tioned not only by Peter, but in the A£b and Eptftles of 
Paul ; and this then will be all we can colled) out of Scripture 
concerning him ; viz. That he was an inhabitant of Jerufa- 
km, and the fon of a pious convert, wfoofe houfe was em- 
ployed in thofe persecuting times for a place of the Chriftian 
affemblies for religious worfliip, Afts xii. 12. That he was a 
perfon of fo much vifible zeal for, and knowledge in Chrift* 
ianity, as to be efteemed proper by Paul and Barnabas to be 
taken along wiih them, to be an affiftant to them in executing 
their miniftry, A&sxii. 25. And though upon a difference 
between Barnabas and Paul, about taking him with them to 
yifirthe churches, Paul declared againft taking him, yet Bar- 
nabas judged his affiftance neceffary, A£b xv. 37, 39. That 
notwithstanding this, the difpkfcfure of Paul did not continue 
long, for heiappeaffsto be. with him at Rome, recommended 
him to the kind regards of the CoiofSans, in a letter which he 
wrote to them from Rome, Col, iv. 10. wanted «hi$ company 
another time at Rome, as a perfon whom he judged and found 
pf fervice and great help to him in the miniftry, 2 Tim. iv. 1 1. 
and accordingly honours him with the chara&er of bh fellow* 
labourer, Philem. 24. BefidesalJ which, St. Peter iHles him 
pis fon ; i. e. one who* as ^fm^ferved and helped him in th* 
wrk of tbe.Gofpel, 1 Pet, v. 13. 

IJ. I am next toconfider the accounts we have from the an* 
tientSy relating to Mark" the Evangeliji. 
"1. Thefe ail agree, that Mark, the writer of the Gofpel, 
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was a companion or interpreter of Peter. So Papias % Ireiue- 
us b , the author of the Hypotopofes which went under the 
name of Clemens Alexandrinus, and was fuppofed to be bis by 
Eufebius % Origen d , Eufebius % Jerome f , and many others 
of the Fathers. Several of thefe add, that he was with St. 
Peter at Rome. 

2. Another account of the antients concerning Mark is, 
that he afterwards went down to Egypt, where he preached the 
Gofpel which he had written at Rome, and founded many 
churches in Alexandria, and made a vafi number of converts to 
Chriftianity* This is related by Eufebius s, Epiphanius \ Je- 
rome *, and many iucceeding writers ; ftich as Hippolytus \ 
Dorotheus ', Ifidorus Hifpalenfis Dl , Theophyla& n , &tc+ all 
which I fhall pafs over, only obferving that the tradition of 
Mark's founding the church at Alexandria, which Du Pin ° 
calls an antient and certain tradition, was always credited in 
Egypt, and that Eutycbius* who was made patriarch of Alex- 
andria, a. d. 933 r ) *° k' s Arabick hiftory of that church 
publi/hed by Mr. Selden, has not only aflerted the fame, but 
given us the particular method by which the Evangelift made 
his firft convert at Alexandria, and in which he eftablifhed the 
government of the Churth there. But to return to Eufebius 
and Jerome, they tell us that Mark wa? not only fuccefsful in 
making numerous converts, but induced them to a more than 
common ftri&nefs in the profeifion and practice of their new 
religion ; for which reafon Philo Judseus wrote a peculiar trea* 
tife concerning them and their manner of living, viz. that in* 
titled Ili£t ffva Swfwruti, i. e. Concerning a contemplative Life n 


* Apud Eufeb. Hiftor. Eccief. 1. 
2, c. 15. et 1. 3. c. 39. 

b Adv. Hseref. 1. 3. c. 1. 

c Eufcb. Hilt. Ecclef. 1. 6.c. 14. 

d In Match, apud Eufeb. Hilt. 
Ecclef. 1. 6. c, 25. 

e Hift. Eccl. lib. 2. c. 15. 

f Catalog. Viror. ilh\ltr. in Mar- 
co. 

* Hiftor. Eccicf. lib. a. c. 16. 

h Vid. Epiphan. Ha?r. 51. §.6. 
1 Catalog. Viror, iliuftr. in Mar- 
co, 


k MS. in Bibl. Bodleian, apud 
D. MillinTeftirnon. Marco prefix, 

1 In bynopii. 

*• De vit. et obitu Sanctorum, 
verius finem. 

u Pi.serat. in Marc 

Hi(r. of the Canon of the New 
Telt. vol. 2. ch. 2, §.4. 

p He was alio called Said lb* 
Batrick. See Mr. Sclden's Prtfacr 9 
and Account of the Author, and 
Prideaux's Life of Mahomet, p. 
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I fhall not now enquire, how far thefe two Fathers and Epipha? 
ftius, who was of the fame opinion; were in the right, in fup- 
pofing that Philo's Eflenes were Mark's Chriftian converts; 
but would refer the reader to the authors which I have elfc- 
where cited upon this queftion, and a conje&ure of my own 
which I have in the fame place propofed.% relating to this 
matter. 

3. Another thing delivered by the antients to us concerning 
St. Mark is, that he was one of the feventy Difciples whom 
Chrift fent forth, Luke x. 1, &c. and that he left Chrijl an ac- 
count cfthofe words of bis y Unlefs a man eat my fle(h, and drink 
my blood, he i9 not worthy of me, John vi. 53, &c. but that 
be was afterwards reclaimed by Peter y filled with the Holy 

Gbo/l, andfo wrote his GofpeL This is related by feveral 

of the old Chriftian writers ; but it will be enough to mention 
the teftimony of Epiphanius, who relates the ftory with all the 
mentioned particulars^. Grotius and Dr. Cave d queftion 
the truth and genuinenefs of die tradition, becaufe c Papias af- 
firms, that he neither heard nor followed Chrijl. But to fay no- 
thing of what is obje&ed againft Papias as a witnefs in thefe 
cafes, it is eafy to anfwer to this argument; for Papias meant 
no more than that Mark was. not fuch a difciple and follower 
of Chrift, as to be able to form his Gofpel out of his own 
knowledge; and this is very confiftent with Epiphanius, 
whefe account is, that Mark, though he was font out by 
Chrift, yet lefthim on occafion of his difcourfe, John vi. 53. 
i. «. almoft two years before our Lord's afcenfion, and fo 
could not be capable to write a hi ftory of Chrift upon his own 
knowledge — I rather therefore incline to give credit to the 
tradition, and with the famous Jefuit Petavius f obferve, that 
there is nothing in the circumftances of time, but what would 
incline a perfon to believe he might have feen Chrift ; and 
though Epiphanius fliould think differently in this matter 
from other Fathers (viz. Papias, arid thofe who follow him), 

» 

* See above, Vol. I. Part II, d Life of S. Mark, §. 1. p. 2x4.. 
Ch. XVI. p. 211, &c. * ApudEufeb. Hiftor. Ecclef. 1. 

b Harref. 51. ^. 6. 3. c. 59. 

* Proleg, in Marc, ' In ioc. Epiphan. jam cit, 

yet 
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yet his tradition is not to be rejefted, in which hfe declares 
that Mark was of the number of the feventy-two Difciples \ 

Concerning the life of Mark in other inftances, as alfo 
concerning his death, I know nothing that can be faid with 
fufficient certainty. The later writers tell us, that he travelled 
weftward to the moft defert parts of Africa, and, upon his re- 
turn to Alexandria, was by the idolaters there barbaroufly 
murdered. But I choofe rather to refer to the authors of thofe 
relations, than to infert them. See Dorotheus \ Eutychius 
Alexandrinus in his Arabick Annals % with Mr. Selden's 
tranflation and commentary d , and Ifidorus Hifpalenfis c , who 
faith that Mark died, and was placida quiete fepultus ; and 
among the moderns Dr. Cave f , and Mr. Eachard*, who has 
tranfcribed his words, I fhall only add here, that there is a 
conftant tradition received in the Roman Church, which is fet 
down as faft by Dr. Cave, " That St. Mark's body, at leaft 
" the remains of it, were with great pomp removed from 
" Alexandria to Venice, where they are religioufly honoured, 
" and he adopted as the tutelar faint and patron of that ffate, 
" and one of the richeft and ftatelieft churches ere&ed to his 
" memory, that the world can boaft of at this day." He who 
would fee a larger account of this fabulous tranflation, viz. 
when, and by what means, the Venetian merchants procured 
thefe reliques of Mark, may confult the learned Spanheim. 
Hift. Chrift. Secul. ix. §. 5. and the authors cited by Mr. 
Selden, Comment, in Eutych. p. 169. 


• So he read in his copies of Luke 
X. i. as it is alfo in many others, 
viz. iQ^ofAWorret &o, though in the 
prefent Greek copies made uie of, it 
is only i(}o/A)ixorra, Vid. Mill, in 
JLak. x. 1. 

b JnSynopfi, 


c P. 38. 

* P. 166—169. 

« .De vit. etobit. Prophet. &c. in 

fine. % 

' Life of S. Mark, p. 2 17. 
« Ecclef. Hift. b. 2. c. 6. §. 2. 


CHAP. 


6o The Caufe of St. Mori's fajLt IV* 


CHAP. VII. 

The Occafion of St. Mark's writing his Go/pel, viz. the Re- 
guefl of the Church at Rome. That it was wrote under the 
Direction of St. PeUr. The Places of the Antients pro- 
duced, in which this is ajferted. The Tradition fuppor ted by 
feveral Objervatians. 

HITHERTO concerning St. Mark. I proceed now tQ 
difcourfe concerning his Gofpcl, and to produce the fe«r 
veral accounts which we have from antiquity relating to it ^ 
which I ihal) confider under the three following heads, viz, 

I. The occafion of its being wrote. 
- II. The language in which it was wrote. 
III, The time of its writing* 

I. As to the occafion or caufe^for which the Gafpel of St* 
Mark was written. This I have had occafion to obferve 
largely elfewhere a , but {hall neverthelefs particularly fet down 
here what the antients have delivered to us upon this head. 
Papias, Irenaeus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, Eufebius, 
the author of the Synopfis under the name of Athanafius, an4 
Jerome, are the perfons whom I mean. 

Eufebius out of Pa pi as, and the book which went under the 
name pf The Hypotopofes of Clemens Alexandrinus, relates b , 
That when Peter , in the reign of Claudius, came to Rome, and 
had defeated Simon Magus^ the people were fo inflamed with 
love for the Chrijlian truths^ as not to be fatis fled with the hear* 
ing of them, unlefs they alfo had them written down. That^ ac- 
cordingly they with earnejl intreaties applied tbemfelves to Mark y 

• 

« Vindic. of St. Matth, Gofpel, b Hift. Ecclef. lib. a. c. 15. 

Cfc. VI. p. 47, 

a companion 
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a companion of Piter's, and whofe Gofpel we now have, praying 
him that he would write down for them, and leave with them 
an account of the doclrines which had been preached to them: 
that they did not defifl in their requejl, till they had prevailed 
upon him, and procured his writing of that which is now called 
The Gofpel of Mark, That when Peter came to know this, 
be was, by the direction of* the Holy Spirit, pleafed with the 
requejl of the people, and confirmed the Gofpel which was written 
for the ufe of the Churches. This, fays Eufebius, is related by 
Clemens Alexandrinus in the fixtfa book of his Hypotopofcs, 
and confirmed by the teftimony of Papias, Bifbop of Hiera- 
polis. 

The fame Eufebius, in two other places of his works, re- 
lates particularly what Papias and Clejnera have wrote con- 
cerning Mark's Gofpel 5 viz. 

The former Jays to this purpofe, that Mark, who was Pe- 
ter's interpreter, exaclly wrote down whatsoever be remembered, 
though not in the fame order of time, in which the feveral things 
were faid or done by Ghrifl; for he neither heard nor followed 
Chrift, but was a companion of Peter, andcompofed bis Gofpel 
rather with the intent of the people's profit, than writing a re* 
gular hi/lory* So that be is in no fault, if be in fome things 
wrote according to his memory, be defigning no more than to omit 
nothing which he bad beard* and to relate nothing falfe b . 

The latter, viz. the Hypotopofes afcribed to Clemens Alex- 
andrinus % relate, that, according to a tradition of the former 
pre&yters, the Gofpel of Mark was wrote on the following 
occafion, viz. When Peter was public kly preaching the Gofpel 
in Rome, by the influences of the Holy Spirit, many of the con* 
verts there deftred Mark, as having been a long companion of 
Peter, and who well remembered what be preached, to write 
down his difcourfes ; that upon this he compofed his Gofpel, and 

* This paffage is very ill tranf- ing the book, 
jatcd by Valefms, the words aVo- b Apud Eufcb. Hift. Ecclef. 

xa^tr^atTo; etCru *tu wnvftaTos, "°* 5* c * 39* 
being to be referred, not to Peter's . c Apud ejufdem Hift. Ecctef. 
knowing the fa&, yrhich needed no lib* 6 • c 14. 
divine revelation, but to his approv- • 

gave 


6t The Caufe of St. Mark's part iW 

gave it to thofe who' made this requeji, which when Peter kneiv r 
he neither objlrucled nor encouraged the work* 

Irenaeus * only fays, that after the death of Peter and Paul y 
who had been preaching at Rome, Mark 9 the difciple and inter* 
prefer of Peter, wrote down what he had heard him preach. 

Origen b adds, that Mark wrote his Gofpel according to the 
dictates or directions of Peter. 

The author of the Synopfis under the name of Athanafius, 
faith the fame as the laft. 

Jerome c tells us, that Mark, the difciple and interpreter of 
Peter, wrote a Jbort Gofpel from what he had heard of Peter , 
at the requeji of the brethren at Rome, which when Peter knew 9 
he approved and publijhed it in the churches, commanding the 
reading of it by his own authority. 

Thcfe are the relations of the antients, concerning the oc- 
cafion of St. Mark's writing his Gofpel j as to which I would 
offer the following remarks. 

u That they all agree, that St. Marie wrote what he heard 
or learnt from St. Peter* 

2. That Eufebius makes Clemens Alexandrintts direclly t* 
contradict himfelf in this matter: for whereas he in one place 
(viz; lib. 2. c. 15.) faith, that Clemens teftifies Peter's appro- 
bation of the Church ofRome r s requeji to Mark to write, as 
alfo of the Gofpel written; in another he faith, (viz. lib. 6. 
cv 14.) that Peter neither obflrucled nor encouraged Mark in 
his undertaking. This is fo plain a contradidtion, that I know 
% e reconciled. Valefius has indeed attempted 

a reconciliation d , viz. That Peter privately approved it, but 
not public kly\ but no one, who confiders the words, can be fa- 
tisfied with this. I doubt not but the former place is the true 
one, and that St. Peter did approve the writing of Mark, be- 
caufe fo many of the primitive writers aflfert it; and if we 
will fuppofe Jerome to have looked into this book of Clemens, 
which he cites, the matter will be paft doubt ; for he faith, 

• Adv. Hseref. lib. 3. c. 1. d Annot. in Euftb. Hift. Ecclef. 

* Expofit. m Matt, apud Eufeb. lib. 6. c. 14.. See Father Simon. 
HifL Ecclef. lib. 6. c. 25. ' Crit. Hilt. New Teft. part 1. c 10. 

c Catalog. Vir.niuftr. in Marco. 

that 
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that there it was faid, that this Gojpel was approved and deli- 
vered to the churches to be read by Peter \ Catalog. Vir. II- 
luftr. in Marco. 

3. It feems more probable that Mark wrote his Gojpel from 
what he could remember of Peter's difcourfes concerning Chrifl^ 
ti&nfrom the immediate diclatings of that Apoftle\ for moft of 
the accounts above fuppofe Peter ignorant of his writing, till 
after he had wrote. See Cotelerius's conjedture to the fame 
purpofe ; Not. in Conftit. Apoftolic. lib. fc. c. 57. and Va- 
ief. in Eufeb. Hift. Ecclef. lib. 3. c. 39. 

4. That which is by all writers on this fubjedt cited as the 
teftimony of Papias, ought not to be looked upon fo much to 
be his, as the teftimony of John the Elder ; for it is not only 
declared by Papias, that he had all traditions of this fort from 
Arifiion and John the Elder ^ but he introduces this very tef- 
timony thus, kou t«to «r£«C«JT*po$ txvyt : i. e. and this the Elder 
(John} faid, viz. that Mark, the interpreter of Peter, &c. 

5. St. Mark's chara&er, as interpreter of St. Peter, does 
not imply that Apojlle to have been deftitute of the gift of tongues. 
The word i^nnvrm denotes an expofitor, not only of an un- 
known language, but of any thing elfe unknown ; and in this 
fenfe, Mark was properly Peter's interpreter, as he was made 
ufe of particularly to explain to the people, what the Apoftle 
had more largely preached. Dr. Cave has another way of ac- 
counting for the matter ; viz. " That though the Apoftles 
** were divinely infpired, and among other miraculous powers 
u had the gift of languages conferred upon them, yet was the 
<€ interpretation of tongues a gift more peculiar to fome than 
<c others. This, fays he, might probably be St. Mark's talent 
" in expounding St. Peter's difcourfes, whether by word or 
" writing, to thofe who underftood not the language wherein 
<c they were delivered a ." 

6. There are fome evidences in the Gofpels novo received, that 
St. Mark's Gofpcl was written according to the preaching cr 
difcourfes of Peter, or that the accounts, which we have from the 
intients, are true. This 1 gather from a remark, which I have 

1 * Life of St. Mark, p. 214. 

clfewheie 
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elfe where made*, and endeavoured, to fupport by proper argu- 
ments, viz. That there are in the Go/pel hiftory^ feveral very 
remarkable circumflances relating fa, and in favour of 9 St. Peter y 
which are related by the other Evangelifts, and not fo much as 
mentioned* or hinted at y by St. Mark* The reafon of which 
feems to be, that as St. Peter's modefty would not allow turn 
to publifh and preach them, fo neither would he fuffer them to 
be inferted in a Go(pel> which was to go into the world with 
his approbation, and even under his name. The pafliges in 
the Gofpel, to which I refer, are feveral, that feera Yery much 
to St Peter's advantage, and tend to his fuperiority or advance- 
ment above the reft of the Apoftles j which as that Apoftle 
would decline from in preaching, fo would he not encourage 
to be written* and consequently as they are in the other Gof- 
pels, and not in St. Mark, feem clearly to intimate to us, 
that St. Mark wrote from the preaching of Peter. I have in 
the book laft cited, collected feveral of thefe inftances, which, 
for the fake of the curious in thefe ftudies, I (hall here fet 
down, viz* 

A Catalogue of feveral places in the Gofpet hifiory, which relate 
things, tending to St* Peter's bnntur 7 which are not mentiaaed 
by St. Mark in his GofpeU 

I, The account of Chrifl 9 .s pronouncing Peter blejfed^ when 
lie had confeffed him \ his declaring that he had his faith and 
knowledge from God-, his promife of the keys and of that large 
power 9 which is made to kirn, &c. are omitted by St. Mark, 
though the former and fucceeding parts of this difcourfe are 
both told by him. See Matt. xvi. 16 — 20. compared with 
Mark viii. 29, 30. 

II. Tin relation of St. Peter's being commijjioned by Chrift ta 
work the miracle^ by getting money out ofthef/h's mouth, to pay 
the tribute money , is told by St. Matthew, Ch. xvii. 24, &c. 
but omitted by St. Mark, though the preceding and fubfe- 

a Vindication of St. Matthew's Gofpel, ch. vi. p. 4.8, &c. 

quent 
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quent ftories are the very lame as in St. Matthew* See 
Mark ix. 30—^33. 

III. CbriJPs particular exprejjions of hue and favour to St m 
Peter j in telling him of bis danger, and that be prayed particu- 
larly fbr him, that bis faith might not fail, is omitted by St. 
Mark, but related Luke xxil. 31, 32. 

IV. St. Peter 9 s remarkable humility above the reft of the 
Apojlles, exprejfed in an unwillingnefs that Cbrift Jhould wajh 
lis feet j which none of the reft did exprefs, with ChriJPs par- 
ticular difcourfe to him> &c. John xiii. 6, &c. is omitted by 
Mark. ' 

V. The inflance of St. Peter's very great zeal for Cbrift y 
when he was taken, in cutting off the High-PriefP sfervanf 5 ear, 
John xviii. 10. is not mentioned by St. Mark in particular 
but only told in general of a certain perfon that flood by, 
Mark xiv. 47. 

VI. St. Peter 9 s faith, in leaping into thefea to go to Cbrift, 
John xxi. 7. is not mentioned by St. Mark. 

VII. Chri/Ps difcourfe with Peter, concerning his love to 
hint) and bis particular repeated charge to him to feed his Jbeep, 

John xxi. 1 j. is omitted by St. Mark. 

# 

VIII. Our Saviour's prediSting to Peter bis martyrdom, and 
the manner of it, John xxi. 18, 19. is not related by St. 

Mark. 

Thefe are fome inftances of things tending to St Peter's 
honour, recorded by the other EVangelifts, none of which are 
fo much as hinted at by St. Mark. I add alfo, that there is 
not any one fingle inflance in all his Gofpel, like to thofe 
mentioned, or which tends to advance the honour and prero- 
gative of Peter above the reft of the Apoftles ; all which can- 
not be accounted for by any way more probable, than fuppo- 
fag that the Apoftle did not publifli thofe circumftances 
which were (b much in his favour. In this remark I have the 
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pleafure to join with Eufcbtus,; and the learned Doway pro» 
feflbr, Eftius, whofe words are to this purpofe * u Why} (ays 
<c he, St. Mark fliould omit in his Gofpel thofe great and ho- 
€< nourable promifes made to St Peter, whidi we read Matt. 
<c xvi. may be feen in Eufebius, Demonftr. Evang. lib* 3. c. 
" 7. St* Peter's humility would not fufler him to tell thefe 
" things to St, Mark, when he was writing his Gofpel. It is 
" remarkable that the three other Evangdifltf relate thofe 
a things, which tend to advance the honour and prerogative 
<c of St. Peter : only St, Mark, who wrote his Gofpel accord* 
* € ing to what he heard from St* Peter, hath omitted them} 
a which evidences the great modefty of the Apoftle a ." 

Dr. Hammond has another argument, by which hie en- 
deavours to prove the truth of the account, given by the an- 
tientSj of St. Mark's writing under the dire&ton of Peter b . 
After he has produced the account, be adds i " And of this 
(< there be (bate characters difeetnible in the writing kfelf; 
<( as that, fetting down the ftory of Peter's denying Chrift 
" with the lame enumeration of cirqpmftances, and aggrava- 
" tions of the fault, that Matthew doth, when he comes to 
" mention his repentance, arid tears confequent to it, he dotb> 
" it, as became the true penitent, more coldly than Matthew bad. 
*' done) only sxTuue, be wept s whereas Matthew hath **x<*u «i- 
1 ' x$s y be wept bitterly,' 9 

7. It is no fmall proof that the antients' account of St. 
Mark** writing his Gofpel under the dtr e&ion of> or from, 
Peter is true, that the Gofpel went under the nam of Peter y 
and was ftyled the Gofpel of Peter, being thought to be wrote 
by him. This we are exprefsly told by Tertulliart% and nofc 
obfcurely by Juftiri Martyr d , as I ihaU (hew hereafter. 

8. If tie word Babylon, 1 Pet. v. 1 3. be put for Rmc> as 
is generally thought; by the antients e , alL thp Popife Writers*. 


» : In Difficil. Script* loea, in c. 5. 

Mvc.viil 19. * Dialog, aim T c yjh* Jwk P- 

b Annot. on the title of Mat- 333. 

thew. c Euieb.Hift.Eccl.Ub.*. c. 15. 

c Evangcihim, quod Marcus e- , Kie^on, Catalog.. Vir, D]p&r. iD> 

didit, Petri affirmetur, cujus inter- Marco, et alii pawin^ 
prcs Marcu*. Ad*. Marcion. L 4. 

and 
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and many ProfeftantsJ we have then hence a farther confirm- 
ation of the truth of the antients* account of the occafion of 
St. Mark*s writing, viz. his writing from Pfeter's dire&ion-at 
Home; viz. it will hence appear, that St. Mark was with Pe- 
ter at Rome, and that he m*le ufe of him in the fervice of the 
Gofpel, becanfe he calls hftri his fon— The words are, The 
Church which is at Babylon [at Rome], defied together with 
you,faluUtb jtmS, and fo doth Mark my fin (or affiftant in the 
Gofpel-work.) 
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CHAP* VIII. 

1 

Concerning the Language in which St. Mark wrote hie GofpeL 
The Arguments ofBaronius and Bellarmine^ to prove that he 
wrote in Latin % refuted* Concerning the Tim* of St. Mart's 
writing. Two different Opinions pr.opofed. St. Peter was 
at Rome. When he came firft thither ; viz. not till the 
ninth or tenth of Nero^ or the Year of Cbriji % LXIIL or 
LXIK 

THUS I have given the beft account I can of the original 
of St. Mark's Gofpel, and added fuch remarks, as appear 
fo me iHuftrating and confirming of it. I proceed now to 
confider, 

II. In what language this Gofpel of St. Mark was written. 

Beiides Baronius and Bel lar mine, and a few zealous Pa* 
pifts who have followed them, I know no one but fubfcribes 
to the common report of antiquity, that St. Mark wrote in 
Greek. Thefe Cardinals pretend he wrote in Latin 5 but 
nothing can be pretended upon more weak arguments : al] 
their reafoning may be reduced to the three following heads, 
which I (hall briefly refute > 

I. They urge, that St. Mark> writing bis Go/pel at Jtonu 3 

F 2 mufl 
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mufl befuppofed to write it in the language y which Was moft in 
ufe there at that time \ i. c. in Latin. But it is eafy to reply; 

. (i.) That the Greek language was very much known and in 
ufe at Rome, when Su Mark wrote. This was the universal 
language, as Cjcero, Seneca*, and other writers of that time, 
allure us ; and even the very women at Rome fpalce in that 
language b . 

, (t,*) The converts at Rome were, for the moft part, of the 
Jews (as they alfo were in other countries c ), and thefe gene* 
rally underftood Greek, and made ufe of the Greek Bibles. 
Grotius's words are as remarkable as true*; <c The Jews, 
" who dwelt at Rome, were for the moft part ignorant of the 
" Latin tongue, but by means of their long abode in Alia and 
" Greece, had learnt the Greek j and of which language 
u there were fcarce any of the Romans ignorant" 

(3.) Hence St. Paul, writing an Epiftle to die Romans, 
wrote it in Greek^ and not in Latin. 

2. It is urged, that there are fever al Latin words made 
Greek in St. Mark's Go/pelj and thence concluded, that the 

. whole Gofpel was wrote in Latin. 

What can be more abfurd? The argument proves no- 
thing, unlefs it be the diredly contrary to what it is brought 
for. He who was tranflating out of Latin into Greek, can 
never be fuppofed to put Latin words for Latin words. Ac- 
cordingly Dr. Mill has juftly made this an argument to prove 
St. Mark wrote firft in Greek e ; and there are Latin words in 
each of the Evangelifts, as well as Mark. 

3. It is urged, that the Syriack, Arabick, and Perfick Ver- 
fions affirm St. Mark to have wrote in Latin; To which I 
anfwer, 


. a Orat. pro Arch. Poet. $. 23. gua; quia Judsei qui Rom* age- 

Senec. Conlolat. ad Helv. c. 6. bant, plcrique Latini lermonis ig- 

• b Sec Du Pirfs Canon of the ' naH/longa per Graeciam et Afiam 

hfew Ttii. ch. 2. §. 4. p. 42, habitatione Grarcam linguam didU 

c See above, Vol. I. Parti. Ch. cerant, et, Romanorum vix quifquam 

II. p. 26. crat' non Grace intelligens. An- 

d Graece autem fc ripfit Marcus, not. in Titul. Marci. 
quanquam in gratiam prsecipue Ro- e Prolegoro. in Nov. Teft. §• 

roanorum, (icut et Pavilus ad Ro- in. 
nanos eplftolam Graeca lcripftt Tin- - 


(1.) That 
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(r.) That* thefe epigraphs, or poftferipts, at the end of 
thefe Verfions, are of very uncertain authority. 

(a.) That the Arabick and Perfick Verfions are generally 
agreed, by thofe who have examined them, to be made out of 
the Syriack Verfion ; and Lud. de Dieu has, by a very inge- 
nious and iblid criticifin on the Epigraph at the end of the 
Arabick Verfion of Mark, proved that Verfion to be very 
later 

(3.) That the Epigraph of the Syriack Verfion, does not 
affirm Mark to have wrote in Latin, as is generally taken for 
granted, but only faith, that htfpoke and preached in Latin at 
Rome ; the words are, *j±xo *\\sn He fpake his Gofpel, and 
preached it. 

As to the teftimony of Eutychius Alexandrinus, urged by 
Baronius, to prove St. Mark to have wrote in Latin, I think 
there is nothing needful to be faid, he being fo late a writer ; 
and befides, Mr. Selden a has largely (hewn that the Arabick 

word £**•£• Romano^ may be very well taken to denote the 
Greek language, and then Eutychius's teftimony will be, that 
Mark wrote in Greek. Concerning this whole matter, fee 
Father Simon's Criu Hijl. of the New Teji. Part I. ch. 11. 

III. It remains, that fome enquiry be made into the time 
when St. Mark wrote his Gofpel. In this matter it is ex- 
ceeding difficult to come to any clear determination. That 
which occafions the difficulty, is the uncertainty we are under 
as to the time when St. Peter came to Rome* Some have ab- 
folutely denied that he ever was there ; and as they endeavour 
from Scripture to (hew, that during the reigns of Tiberius, 
Caligula, and Claudius, he was either at Jerufalem, Samaria, 
or Antioch ; fo from St. Paul's Epiftles, which were written 
from Rome, and that which was written to Rome, all of them 
in the reign of Nero, they finding no falutations fent to Peter, 
nor from Peter, they conclude, that he never was at Rome b . 
But thefe feem to be arguments too weak' to counterbalance 

• Comment, in Eutych. Orig. b See Bunting's Itinerar. tot. 

Alex. p. 1 51. Script, in Engliih, p. 496. 

F 3 the 
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the univerfal teftimony of antiquity : there is feared any fe& 
which is more generally attefted j To that for my part^ I know 
not how to deny St. Peer's having been at Rome, without af- 
ferting at the fame time, that the moft univerfal' concurrence 
of the primitive Christians tft relating a fa&, is not td be de* 
pended upon. The queftion therefore before us now is, 
When St. Peter was at Rome f I (hall briefly lay down the 
differing opinions, and then, what appears more probable. 

i. The Popifli writers generally aflert, that St, Peter came 
to Rome in. the fecond year of Claudius, or the year of Cbriji 
XLIF\ This is well known: the foundation of their 
opinion is, that Eufebius in his Ecclefiaftical Hiftory b faith ; 
Peter y by the direction of Providence^ came to Rome in the reign 
of Claudius, to contend with, and overcome Simon Magus j and 
in. his Chronicon, that after he ^ ad been at Antioch, he went to 
Rome, in the fecond year of Claudius^ i. e. the year of Chrijl 
XL1V. Thofe who are of this opinion, fuppofe the Gofpel of 
St. Mark to be written at this time, as Eufebius feems alfo to 
have thought; and fo it is aflerted at the end of the Arabick 
V'erfion r , and of many antient manufcripts of this Gofpel, 
particularly one mentioned by Dr. Hammond d , two referred 
to by Father Simon % and thirteen cited by Dr. Mill f , as it is 
alio by Theophylaft *, and others of the Greek Scboliafts. 

2. Moft Proteftants, and fome learned writers among the 
Yap\&s ifuppofit Peter 9 s coming to Rome not to have been till many, 
years after y viz. not till Nero's reign, and the ninth or tenth 
year of that reign, i. e. about the year of Chrift 63, or 64. 
The foundations of this opinion are, 

(i.) That St. Paul in his Epiftle to the Romans, does not 
falute Peter, though he fpends almoft a whole chapter in fa*» 
luting particular perfons at Rome, and this Epiftle is fupppfed 


»., -< 1 » > 


* Vid. inter alios Dionyf. fetav. cap. ulf . 
Halionar. Tcmpor.par.I.Kb»v.c. * Atinbfc. in Tittil. Matth. 

3 . & Achill. Primin. C^ur. Epir. _ e Crit. Hift. of the New Tell, 
Hift. & Chronic. Munch, p. 93. Part I. c. 10. 

b Lib. 2. c. 14. f In Marc. cap. nit. 

« Vid. Lud. de Dieu in Marci « Praefat. in Marc. 

« 

to 
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to be wrote about the year J3> or after, viz. in the end of 
Claudius's reign a . 

(2.) That upon St* Paul's coming to Rome firft, which 
was about the year of Chrift 58, or 59, viz. in the beginning 
of Nero, be wither nut with Piter there, mr any figns of bis 
hewing bet* thefts but on the contrary, found the people there 
ignorant of, and much .unacquainted with, Chriftianity \ See 

A& XXVUK 21, 22 y SCC. *8. 

For my own part, I cannot but MpeSt the validity of this 
argument in part ; for k is certain, that, before St. Paul's com* 
jog to Rome, there were many converts made there to the 
Chriftian religion. The Epiftle to the Roman converts, was 
frrote four or five years before Paul was at Rome ; and when 
lie came there, the. brethren met him, fome at Appii Forum, 
ibme at the Three Taverns ; A&s xxviii. 15. yet, on the other 
hand, all this may be fuppofed, without any Apoftle's having 
been there to .preach' to them; for die Gofpel having been 
now preached five or fix and twenty years, it is no way un- 
rcafonable to fuppoie it fhould in this time reach Rome, 
where there was a general , conflux of all forts of people. See 
Dr. Whitby on A&s xxviii. 15. 

(3.) That Paul makes no mention of Peter in any one of 
tbofe Epijlles, which he wrote from Rome to the churches', which 
in all probability he would have done, had Peter been there ' 
any part of that time. 

(4.) That on the contrary, in his Epiftle from Rome to 

the Coloffians, St. Paul tells them, that (of the Jews) Mark, 

Jjfter*s fon to Barnabas, and Jefus+ called Juftus, were the only 

fellow-labourers which he had in promoting the kingdom of God, 

CoL iv. 10, n. This evidently excludes Peter d . 

Thefe, with fome other reafons, make it evident to me, 
that St. Peter was not at Rome till the ninth or tenth year of 
Nero; i. e. till the year of Chrift 63, or 64. and confe- 


• See Dr. Cave'$ Life of Peter, ad Ann. 62. p. 422. et ad Ann. 

Sett. n. 68. p. 447. Cave, ubi fupra. Ea- 

b Cleric; Hift. Ecclef. Secul. I. chard's Ecclef. Hift. b. 2. c. 6. 

•d Ann. 61. p. 4.12. and Dr. Cave §. 5. 
Joe. cit. * Cave & Ckric. loc. cit. 

^Cleric Hift. Ecclef. SectiU 1. 
* ' If 4 quenttyv 
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quently, that the Gofpel of St Mark was not written before 
this time, but between this and the martyrdom of this Apoftle 
and St. Paul at Rome, i. e. the year of Chrift 67 f or 68, 
which happened at the fame time. See the testimonies of 
Caius in his book againft Procalus,.and Dtonyfius 5 Bi(hop 
of Corinth, in hi* Epiftle. to tha Romans to»this purpofe, bdth 
of whom lived in, thefecond century*. , I iball only add, that 
in the fmaU traA of Laflantius, concerning the* death of perfi- 
tutors^ \ye read, that Peter, tame to Rente. during .Nero's reign y 
and made a great many converts tbere^ and fo formed a church 
in this place of the empire ; which account (lays Bifhop Burnet 
in the preface to his Engltfh tranflation of this tra& b ), cuts 
0ff the fable of Peter's having been there for five and twenty 
years \ i. e. from the fecond year of Claudius, or the forty 
fourth year of Chrift ; and that in the Arabick Annals of Eu- 
tychius Alexandrinus, publifhed by Mr* Selden, the time of 
writing this Gofpel is laid to have been in Nero's reign : 
his words are in Englifh thus. In the time of Nero Cafar^ 
Peter y the chief of the JpoJiles y wrote the Gofpel of Mark 
together with Mark) in the Latin (Greek) tongue^ in the city 
cfRonte, but he gave the title of it to Mark. 


• ApudEufeb. Hift, Ecclefiaft. 
lib. 2. c* 25, 

b Pag. 4. Le Clerc, Secul. 1. ad 
Ann. 6?. p. 448. (though I confefs 
I know not upon what ground*) 


tells us this book was not wrote, 
(as its editor Baluzius, and Trans- 
lator Bifhop Burnet fuppoied) by 
Latfantftis, but L» Caeciuus, 
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C H A P. IX. 

St. Mark's Gofpel proved to be Canonical. It is in all the an- 
twit Catalogues of/acred Books. It is cited as Scripture by 
■ the primitive Fathers. It was read in their Churches. It 
is in the Syriack QtUcftion, or Verjwn. Objections againft 
its Authority anfwered. The laft Chapter of this Gofpel 
f roved to he genuine and. autbentick. 

I COME now to eftabliih the Canonical authority of this 
Gofpel, which I (hall endeavour by the following argu- 
ments. 

Arg. I. The Gofpel of St Mark is of Canonical authority 
by Prop. IV. becaufe it is in all the catalogues of Canonical 
books, which we have among the writings of the primitive , 
Chrijlians. Thefe catalogues I have colledted and referred to 
Vol. I. Part I. Ch. VIII. viz. the catalogue of Origcn, Eu- 
febius, Athanafius, Cyrill, the Council of Laodicea, Epipha* 
nius, Gregory Nazianzen, Philaftrius, Jerome, Ruffin, Au- 
ftin, the third Council of Carthage, and the author of the 
books under die name of Dionyfius the Areopagite. To which 
I add the general proof I have above made in this Part, that 
the four Gofpels only, which we now receive, were received 
by the firft Churches of Chriftians, and approved as Scrip- 
ture, viz. the three firft by St. John the Evangelift, and the^ 
four together by Polycarp, Tatian, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus, Origen, Eufebius, Athanafius, Ambrofe, 
Jerome, &c. See above in this Part the previous Diflerta- 
tion. 

Arg. II. The Gofpel of St. Mark is of Canonical autho- 
rity, becaufe it is cited at Scripture in the writings of the. pri- 
mitive Chrijlians, by Prop. V. How largely and frequently 
St. Matthew's Gofpel was appealed to by them, we have al- 
ready Teen ; and if we do not find St. Mark as often cited, it 
cannot be thought ftrange, becaufe the far greateft part of St. 

Mark's 
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Mark's Gofpel, and what is related in it, is alfo related by St» 
Matthew. I fhall however produce the feveral places which 
I have obferved. 

1. In the writings (as they are called) of the Apoflolick Fa- 
thers, J have not obferved any places if this Gofpel referred to, 
which- are not alfo in St. Matthew, and accordingly fet down 
above, as being taken out of that Gofpel* though pethap* fe- 
veral of diem were taken out of St. Mark. I fliall therefore 
refer the reader to the coHedion or catalogue of the citations 
made by thefe Fathers out of St. Matthew. 

2. In fufiin Martyr's works the cafe is the fame as in the 
* Apoflolick Fathers; only one place I have obferved, in which he 

cites fomething which is in St. Mark's Gofpel, and not in St. 
Matthew's. The place I mean is (Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

p. 333') where he faith \ Keu to tltrtTt furmo^autifw avrof to* n«- 

yt»np*Mi i. e. // is faid that he changed the name of one of his 
jtpofiles into Peter j anctthefaftis related in his Commentaries 
or GofpeL This is not in Matthew, but in Mark iii. 16. we 
read, K*< l«-*9ux« ra Sf'ptm atop* tliTpof : i. e. And Simon he far- 
named Peter. It is plain therefore that Juftin had feen St. 
Mark's Gofpel; and though indeed this be alfo related. by 
Luke (vi. 14.), yet it is to me evident he cited Mark, and 
not Luke, becaufe he feys it was written b Mnfu^ru/paw •£» : 
j. e. in his Commentaries, viz. the Commentaries or Gofpel of 
Peter, whom he had juft named, and,to whom the word airi 
is undoubtedly to be referred, and not to Chrift. 

(l.) Becaufe Juftin Martyr, though he very often mentions 
the dirofjumponvfunct, or Commentaries of the Apoftles, never 
once mentions the dwofunmnniyuxr* of Chrift. 

(2.) Becaufe it is certain the Gofpel of Mark went at that 
time under the name of Peter. This I have above proved out 
of Tertuliian. 

(3.) Becaufe (if I mtftake not) it would not he veryetegmt 
Greek to write aw^uowtpwT* Xf »r*l ; ffeis would be juft the 
fame at to. call die Gofpels in Lztm^ Libri or .CmmatasH 
CbrijRj inftead of Liiri or Commtntarii de Chrplo. 

. • - * * * 

in. 
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III. Irei^^u?. 

t 

St. Mark's Gofpel. The Works o/Ireujevs; 

i Ch*Lj, &c« x . 14b. 3* adv. HsoreC c i u 

x8. 
a — — 24. a Lib. 4. adv. Hseref. 14. 

3 Ch. «. xy 3 — — c. 72* 

4 ■ ■ 44,46,481 4 Lib. 2. c* 56. - . ; : 

5 Ch. xiii. 32. S — c. 48. 

6 Ch. xvL 17* 18. citsd to* 6 — c. 36. 
gctber with Luke * 19. 

7 ■ 19. 7 Lib. 3. c. 11* 

Note here $ 

X . That in the firft and laft of thefe places Mark is cited by 
name. 

* 

3U That in every one elfe what is cited is in bis Gofpel, and 
not in the others, except one place which is in Luke. 

3. That I have omitted all thofe places where there is the 
fame in Matthew and Mark, though there is equal reafon to 
fuppofe, that Ireraeus referred to Mark, as to Matthew. 

IV. CLBMEN6 ALEXANDRINU3. 

He has. undoubtedly in feveral places of his Paedagogus aad 
Stromata (viz. the works which are ufually bound together 
under his name), cited St. Mark's Gofpel ; but inafinuch as 
he has not, that Ihave found, cited it by name, nor produced 
any places but what are in St. Matthew's Gofpel too, I 
thought a collection of them would be needlefs j only I would 
obferve, that in his little traft, intitled, $htis Dives fahetur f 
he has cited a long paragraph out of this Gofpel, viz. from 
ver. 17. of the tenth chapter to ver. 32. t>St» pt» U t£ x«t<* 
Ma^JWf tlayftxlu yi^etirro^ % Thefe things , feys he, are written in 
j the Gofpel according to Mark ( Vid. cap. 4, 5.) 


V. 
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V. TERTOLLIAf* 

Appeafr* plainly to have made ufe of St. Mark's Gofpel, 
and has many times cited out of it that which is not in any 
*ther, and fometimes that which is. I have collefted the fol- 
lowing inftances. 

» « 

St. Mark's Gofpd* Tertulli ak's Works. - 

I Ch. i. 2. i Adv. Jud. c. 9. It is true 

. Tertullian feems there to 
cite the Prophet Malachi 
iii. I. but it is very evi- 
dent he made ufe of 
Mark; for he has fol- 
. lowed Mark's words, 
which are different both 
from the Hebrew and all 
( the Greek copies of the 

LXX. In the Hebrew 

■ » • . .' 

it is, I will fend my mef- 
fenger, and'he fhall pre- 
pare the way *tob u e. 
before me \ and fo in the 

JL/XX. *m£> vfotrwrv /*tt, 

i. e. before me^ whereas 

Mark has it vfi vryxruvu 

, c*?, and o$o* ch IfAVpeaStg 

*», i. e. before thy face* 

and before thee ; and in 

'■'■' l this Tertullian follows 

him, ante faciem team, 

. qui praparabit viam tu- 

am ante te\ i.e. before 

thyfice y who Jh all prepare 

' ' thy way before thee jifchich 

are the veiy words of 
Mark, not only differing 

, St, 


€H AP* IX. cited hi the 

St Mark's GofoL 
i Ch. i. 2. 


2 Ch. i. 24. 

3 Ch. Hi. 7. 

4 Ch. v. 9. 

5 Ch. vii. 3. 

6 Ch. viii. 38. 


7 Ch.xiv. 13. 

8 Ch. xvi. 9. 

9 *9- 


FMerr: ff 

Tertvlliak's Works. - 

from, but larger than ci- 
ther the fiebrew, or 
LXX. 

2 Lib. adv. Prax. c. 26. 

3 Lib. de Pudicit. c. 21. 

4 Lib. de Anima, c. 25. et de 

Fuga. in Perfecut. c. 2. 

5 Lib. de Baptifm. c 15. 
Vid. Pamel. in Loc. 

6 Lib. de came Chrifti,c. 5. 

et de Pnefcript. adv. 
Gnoft. c. 9. 

7 Lib. de Baptifm. c. 19. 

8 Lib. de Anim3, c. 25. 

9 Lib. adv. Prax. c. 30. 


. Thefe arefome places in which Tertullian made ufe of St. 
Mark's Gofpel, none of which are to be found in St. Mat* 
thew ; fo that it is as probable he cited this Gofpel in thofe 
places which are the fame in it and St. Matthew's) as that he 
cited St. Matthew's; and if fo, it would be eafy to produce 
almpft half a hundred inftances more. 

It would be a fuperiuous talk and endlefs labour to go, in 
Uke manner as above, through all the writers of the firft four 
centuries, and colled: the citations which they have made of 
this Gofpel. Origen, Eufebius, Athanafius, Epiphanius, Je- 
rome, Auftki, &c. have made too many references to this Gof- 
pel to require a cdk&ion of them > befides, feveral of the Fa- 
thers of thefe times have wrote Commentaries or Homilies 
upon this Gofpel, as on the other parts of Scripture ; which, 
with what is already fiud, is enough to evince its Canonical 
authority by Prop, V. 

Arg. III. The Gofpel of St. Mark is of Canonical audio* 
rity (by . Prop. VL),: becaufe it was read .as Scripture among 
the ether bosks of /acred Scripture in the AJfemblies or Churches 
pf the primitive Cbrijiiafiu This will be evident to tv&ry one 

who 
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who wiB ctfnfuk GyriU of Jcrufalem, .the fifty-ninth Caftfcn of 
* the Council of Laodtcea, as above referred to Paft I. Ch. X» 
and in this Part above^concerning St. Matthew, Chap. III. 
Where it is alfo fliewn> that in Juftin Martyr's time the Gof- 
pels were wont to be read in the Churches ; and as Juftin did 
efteem St. Mark's Gofpel to be a true one, and cited it as 
foch, there can be no reafon to queftion but he includes this 
among thofe other awofamfunffuircfy or memoirs of the Apoftles, 
which were read in the Churches. 

Arg/IV. Stc Mark's Gofpel is Canonical, bccaufe it we 
efleemedfo by the. Churches tf^Syria in or n$er the Apofikf time, 
and accordingly by them in thofe days tranjlated, and inferted in 
their collision off acred hooks ; Prop* X V« At the end of. this 
Gofpel in Syriack we accordingly read. 
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i. e. The end of the tioly Gofpel of the preaching o/Mafk % 
which hefpdke and preached in Latin at Rome* 

. . Having thas end<av<Hired to eftabHft the Canonical author 
rity of this Gofpel of St. Mark, I ffiall now briefly conftfer 
that which hak bcentn-taay be dbje&ftd iigaiftft it. 
• I. it may feem a very considerable obje&ion agairtft this 
Goffci «ad ilfe authority, that it /terra to be only an epitome, & 
abridgtiunt-ofSt.MrttbeufsGtfpfi* 
: Tothi$ I anfwer, that were the foft certain, add & ceiAhb* 
made affresfe* that St/ Mark did tranfcrib* hisGo^el out #f fit, 
MauhewV* would -my much weaken to authority, and 
\t(ftiv ,<he credrt of its iaJphrafiom. Thk I have eUetthere 
li^rc 4aTgely obferved ^ vrt. Vindicat. rf St* Matthew's Goii 
pel, Ch. X.), and (hewn how abfurd it it tafuppofe a pfcribit 
under the conduct of infpiration, tranfcribing or ftealing out 
of another's labour. The JDttl* neccfiity tfwre ls.br inspira- 
tion i& fuch a cafe, is no mean argument that th^re was ttom 
yt all. What need had a man of the guidance of the Holy 
Ghoftytorcadand write out hero and 0»* apiece of ahiftary, 
. . where 


where he bad ^toind i How odd is it to fay, The Holy Spi- 
rit injured one perfbn to write, a biftory, qnd then i^fpired an- 
other to abridge it I i. e. The Holy §pu& thought .fit sit firft 
to have foinuch v(fOt*> but then afterwards that it fli0uld,0oC 
be quite ib much, but the fuperfluities of his firfl work ibovld 
be left out. Farther, as the fuppoiing St. Mark an epito- 
mifer of St. Matthew teflens the credit of i nfpi ration, fo it de- 
tnwSk. torn the ijpnour and idefulnefs of St. Mark's work. It 
is little better than to Jay, this Gofpel was ftokn> and the au- 
thor a plagiary; and accordingly Ruffin in tfoe fourth century, 
and fome bigotted Papifts fiace, have called it Religlofum Fur* 
turn, a religious theft, or pious fraud 8 . Accordingly Spino- 
sa * and Father £irae» have by this very means attempted to* 
ruin die credit of the books of the Old Teftament, viz. by 
aflerting them to be only extra&s out of larger records now 
loft. All this and much more would follow, if we fuppofe St. 
Mark's Gcrfpd 911 epitome of St. Matthew's $ but the truth 
is, the world hath been miftaken entirely in the faft; and* 
thoMgh fome aihong the antients, and almoft all later writers 
have aflerted it, it tt utterly falfe y and moft evident, that St* 
Mark did not abridge St. Matthew, as I have in another, 
book proved, by fuch arguments) as appear to me undeniably 
conclufive > which I.ihall think: it /ufficieot to refer the reader 
to% with what is above kid in this, work, .Part JL. Qu XIII.. 
Prop, xiv: . ... 

IL It is obje&ed, that Mark himfelfwas mi an AptfiU ane{ 
eye-witnefs tfwhat be wrrtt, but only a companion of the J}*~ 
jftkiyand confequentty bis Gofpei n % an dough* je.fatfiv mr* 
autbmtjythan tie writings $f Brtwba^ CUmn^w any other 
ctmpanion rf the. .JpqflUu This is. usged by Mr* Tojand,; 
Amynt. p. 47,4s. His words are, '* If they thinfc them 
u (vie. the Epiftle of Barnabas, Clemens, &e.) genuine* why 
" do they not receive them into .the Canon of Scriptures, 
" fince they were the companions and {jcllow-bibourecs of the 

* See Cfiemrilt. 'Exam.' Concil. / and c, 9. in inlt. ' 

Xndent. Pars. i. p. 34. c Vkvlicat. ofSt.MaJth^w, c. 6 . 

* Jraft. Theolog. Pojit. c. S. &c. " ^ 

" Apoftles., 
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u Apoftles, as well as St. Mark and St. Luke? If this qua- 
<c lity was fufficient to entitle the two laft to infpiration, why 
11 fhould it not do as much for the two firft ? And if this be 
* not all the reafon, pray let us know the true one, having 
u never heard of any other." 

- To all this I anfwer j • 

- I. That St. Mark is not received as Canonical, only becaufe 
he was a companion of the Apoftles^ but becaufe he wrote uniir 
the direction of an infpired Apoflle Su Peter j and who, as Eu- 
febius (aid), approved the boot waaXinJ/otrro* mvrf rw vnifuirtu 
i. e. by the revelation of the Holy Gho/i\ 

■ 2. That St. Mark's Gofpel was approved by St. yobn, as I 
have above (hewn; fee the Differtatkm prefixed to this 
Part. 

3. That it was received by the primitive Churches as Ca- 
nonical) was read in their AiTemblies, and' cited in their writ- 
ings as Scripture ; which cannot be proved of Clemens, Bar* 
nabas, &c. ' * • 

- 4. That it contains nothing falfe or fabulous ; which I 
hive proved above, Part III. Ch. XLI. &c. that the Epiftle 
of Barnabas doth, and fhall hereafter prove of Clemens, 

\ It would fcarce be juftice to St. Mark, and the fubjc& 
which I have now in hand, if 1 fhould finifh it without ob- 
ferving, that whatever has been furmifed to the contrary, the 
lajl chapter of this Gofpel is equally Canonical with any other 
$art. The matter has been controverted, and there have been 
thofe who have thought it fhould be excluded from the Ca« 
non ; I mean not the whole chapter (as many, Erafmus, 
Beza, Druiius, &e. in loc. have falfely underftood the ques- 
tion), but only that part of it which is after the words ipo&ro 
y*z, i. e. after the end of the eighth verfe. The reafon of this 
Controveriy is, that Jerome in a letter to Hedibia, who defired 
him to reconcile the differences between the Evangelifts Mat- 
thew and Mark, about our Saviour's refurredion, anfwers, 
iC That there were two ways of folving the difficulty, viz. 
ic Either we mull reject the teftimpny of Mark, which is in 


Hid. Ecdef. lib. z. c. is. 
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/*w «£*>s ^A«s &$*/, aJmofi ail the- Greek copirt wanting 
this fe Am in the end of his Gofpet^ btfuki that if ferns dif- 
ferent from^ andcomtrary to, the accounts of the other Evan- 
*' l*tifis y &e\" (The other anfwer I need net mention.) 
And befides Jerome, Gregory Nyflene lays, this laft fedtton 
was wanting in fevers), and tbofe the mo/i exael espies b . Be- 
fides* Father Simon declares *, tint he faw two antient Greek 
maaufcripts in die -French King's library, and one in Mon- 
fievr Colbert's* in each of which was inferted a note in Greek 
to this ptirpofe* that what /Mimed afhty ver. 8. in this lafi 
chapter of Mark, was only to he found infontrcopUs. Dr. Mill 
baa mentioned fome old Greek SchoKafts, vis. Euthymtus, 
VifiorAntioebcauft, and an anonymous writer, who fays the 
feme '. But to all this I anfwer, and will endeavour to fliew, 
that this laft part of the Gofpei of St. Mack is equally authen- 
tick with the reft j for 

i. Though Jerome fays, this fe&ion was not in moft of 
the Greek copies of this Gofpei, yet he himfelffeems not to have 
rejefledit) becaufe he endeavours afterwards to reconcile Mat- 
thew and Mark together. 

2. Becaufe Irenseus (Jib. 3. c. 11.) has cited the nineteenth 
verfe of this chapter^ which is the laji except one, and intro- 
duces it thus ; In fine autem Evangelii ait Marcus : from 
whence it is evident, that the whole chapter was in his copy 
of Mark. 

3. Athanafius c and Auftin f have alfo cited this part of St. 
Mark's Gofpei. 


* Hujus quaeftionifr duplex cft-fo- obfer^ved after Combef f us y tvbopub- 

lutio : aut eniin non recipimus Mar* lijhed tbem y and Dr. Cave's Hift % 

ci tertimonium, quod inraris fvrtur Liter, p. 443, tbat tbofe two ora- 

evangeliis, omnibus Graecis libris frWjdeRefurrecY^neChrifti, wafcr 

psene hoc capitulum in fine non ha- the name of Gregory Nyjfene, were 

beutibus j praeicrtim quum diveria made by Bejycbius Hierojolymitanus. 

atque contraria evangeliftis ceteris c Crit. Hift. of the New Teft. 

nairare videatur: aut hoc refpon- Part 1. c. 11. 

dendum, quod uterque verum dixe- d Loc. jam cit. 

rit, &c. Epitt. ad Hedib. qu. 3. e In Synopf. 

b Apud Mill. Not. in Marc. ' De Conlenf. Evang. 1. 3, c. 

xvi. 8. et Fabric. Cod. Apocr. 44. 
Nov. Teft. torn. 1 . p. 326. <wbo has 

Voi. III. G l. All 
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4. All the Greek manufcripts which are in the world, have 
this part of St. Mark's Go/pel. Erafmus *and Beza b declare, 
it was in all the antient manufcripts which they had feen. 

5. All the antient Verfions extant, Syr tack, Latin, and (as I 
find by De Dieu's Commentary) Arabick, have it. 

6. Grotius c well argues, that it was very improbable St. 
Mark would omit the hi/lory of our Saviour* s refurredion y 
which is one of themojl confiderable parts of the Gofpel hi/lory* 

7« The fame learned criticle affigns this probable reafon of 

this fedion being wanting in fome Greek copies, viz. // was 

.left out with dejign, becaufe itfeemed to contradicl St. Matthew, 

. that Porphyry, Julian, andfuch others, might not take occafan 

thence to ridicule the Gofpel, as Mr. Fabricius d , who follows 

' Grotius, well obferves, and adds, that it is a cafe like what 

happened to thofe words ("Mar. xiii. 32.) «£} vtt< t neither the 

Son, that they might the better evade the force of the Arian 

objections* 

* Annot. in Mar. xvi. 14. d Cod. Apocr. Nor. Teftanw 

b Annot. in Mar. xvi. 9. Par. 1. p. 347. 

c Annot. in Mar. xvi. 1 . 
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CHAP. X. 

The Scripture Accounts of St. Luke. The Accounts of ' him 
from Antiquity, viz. that he was born at Antioch. Argu- 
ments to prove that he was not a yew. He was a Phyfi- 
cian. Of his painting. He zuas one ofChriJVs Seventy 
Difciples. An Objection to this anfwered. St. Luke zuas 
St. PauPs Companion and Afftftant. Was acquainted with 
feveral of the Apojlles. Concerning his Death* 

IN treating of this Gofpel, I (hall endeavour to proceed in 
the fame method as in the preceding Gofpel ; v'iz.firjl to 
givefome account of the author , and then of his Gofpel. 

As to St. Luke, the author of this Gofpel, I fhall diftin&ly 
confider, 1 

I. What is faid of him in the writings of the New Tefta- 
ment. 

II. What is related concerning him in the antient writings 
of the Chriftians, which is credible. 

I. As to what is faid of St. Luke the Evangelift in the writ- 
ings of the New Te/lament. The name is mentioned, Col. iv. 
14. Luke the beloved phyjician and Demas greet you. 2 Tirn. 
iv. ii. Only Luke is with me. Philem. 24. Marcus, Ariflar- 
thus, Demas, Lucas,.my fellow-labourers. Concerning which 
places I obferve, that it has been generally fuppofed-by antient 
and modern writers, that Luke the Evangelift, or author of 
the Gofpel, is the perfon meant in each ofthofe places. Eraf- 
mus a indeed, and after him Calvin b , fuppofe another perfon 
meant, Col. iv. 14. by Luke the beloved phyfici an. The whole 
foundation of their opinion is, that it would have been need- 
lefs for Paul to have given him the diftinguifliing character of 
a phyfician, he being a perfon more known than to need fuch 
a mark of diftinftion; and that it is much more reafonable to 

* Annot. in Col. iv, 14. k In eund. loc. 
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fuppofe St. Paul would have called him here, as be does elfe- 
where, his companion, or fellow-labourer. But to this it may 
be anfwered ; 

t. That there was no reafon, why St. Paul fhould not give 
him this title, if it belonged to him. 

2. That it is certain, Luke the Evangelift was now with 
St. Paul at Rome, when tit wrote this Epiftle from thence to 
die Coloffians. 

3. That he is named together with Demas in this place, as 
well as the others, about which there is no difputt. 

4. That he is generally faid to have been a phyfician in the 
antient writings. 

Although there are no other plades in the New T eftamfcnt, 
in which we meet with the name of Luke, yet there are two 
places, in which it has been thought that St. Paul referred to 
him, viz. 

(1.) That, Rom. xvi. 21. Timotheusy my work-fellow, and 
Lucius > and Jafon^ and Softpater y my kinfmen^ falute you. Some 
of the antients (as Origen* faith) thought this Lucius to be 
Luke the Evangelift ', who wrote the Gpfpel\ and that his name 
received this little alteration- according to the peculiar idiom of 
the country. Sixtus Senenfis feems to have been of the fame 
opinion b ; but this opinion feems evidently precarious, it bang 
unaccountable that Paul (hould call the fame perfon by two 
fuch different names. 

(2.) The perfon intended by St. Paul, 2 Cor. viii. 18. in 
thofe words, We have fent— the brother , whofi praife is in the 
Gofpel^ throughout all the Churches^ is fuppofedby moft of the 
antient and modern writers to have been Luke the Evangelift. 
So Origen c , Jerome d , and the interpolator of the Epiftles df 
Ignatius % among the antients ; Sixtus Senenfis f , Grotius *, 


a In Epift. ad Rom. xVi. 11. b Bibl. Sanft. lib. 1. in Luc. 

torn. 3. iol. z»3. Sed et Lucium c Praffat. in Luc. 

perJiibent quicUm effe Lucam, qui d Catalog. Vir. illuftr. in Luc. 

Evangelkim fcripfit, pro eo qucd Epift. ad Paulin. et Praef. in Com. 

< fbieant nomina interdum fecund um in Matth. 
patrtam declinationcm, interdum e Epift. ad Ephef. §.15. 

etiam fecundum Graecam Roma- f Loc. jam cit. 

namque prot'erri. * Annot* in 2 Cor. viii. j8. 
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Dr. Hammond \ Dr. Cave b , Dr. Whitby % and many 
others ; although Chryfoftom, and fome of the antients, fol- 
lowed herein by Calvin *, and others, fuppofe that Barnabas 
was the perfon meant j and Dr. Lightfoot endeavours largely 
to prove it was neither, but Mark the Evangelift c . 

II. The credible accounts which we have from antiquity ', c on- 
cerning this Evangelijl, are very (hort and imperfect. I have 
colleded what has fallen within my observation, under the 
following heads. 

1. Many of the antients tell us, that St. Lute was born at 
Antioch in Syria. So Eufebius f ; He was of a family of An- 
tioch. Jerome 8 ; He was a phyfician of Antioch. Dorotheus 
Tyrius h , and Theophylaft *, &c. fay the fame. This tradi- 
tion is fo much the more probable, as it is certain that St. 
Luke was not a Jew ; and this appears to me certain : 

(1.) Becaufe St. Luke, in his Hiftory of the Ads of the 
Apo/IIes (Ch. i.19.), fpeaking of the field, which was purchafed 
with the money for which Judas fold our Saviour, fays, it was 
called Aceldama i» T? i$i* haxUru *vru* : i. e. in their own 
language j which plainly intimates, that the Syriack, or Syro- 
Chaldaick, i. e. the peculiar dialed): of the Jews was not his 
language. 

(z.) Becaufe St. Paul diftinguiflxes him from thofe who 
were of the circumcifion, Col. iv. 10, 11. compared with 14. 
He faith, that Marcus, Ariftarchus, and Jefus called Juftus, 
were the only fellow4abourers of the circumcifion who were with 
him \ yet it is plain that Epaphras, Demas, and Luke, were 
fellow-labourers , that were then with him ; wherefore thefe 
were not of the circumcifion. 


* Paraphr. ejufdem loci. 'Amo^iwK. Hift. Eccl. lib. 3. c.4. 

b Life of St. Luke, §. a. p.223. s Catalog. Viror. illultr. in Lu- 

c In a Cor. viii. 18. ca, et Praetat. in Comment, ad 

d In eund. loc. Matth. 

e Harmon, of the New Teft. * In Synopf. 

ye» 56. * Prafot. in Luc. 
Annas o* to fitt y*w u* rut »w 
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(3.) It was an obfervation among the antients, as it has 
been among many more modern writers, that St. Luke's Gof- 
peland Acls are written in very pure and elegant Greek. He 
was well acquainted with the Greek language^ as appears by 
his writingSyhys Jerome* ; and in another place b he tells us, 
that he was morejkilful in the Greek language than any of the 
EvangeliJiS) and would rather forbear tranjlating a. Hebrew 
word) than do it in Greek } which was not pure and elegant, 
Ifidorus Hifpalenfis ftiles him learned in the Greek tongue f ; 
and among the moderns, to omit all others, Dr. Cave d has 
exprefled the common opinion of learned men thus ; u He 
41 all along exprefles himfelf in a vein of purer Greek, than is 
<c to be found in the other writers of the holy ftory. Indeed, 
<l being born and bred at Antioch (than which no place more 
tc famous for oratory and eloquence), he could not but carry 
cc away a great fhare cf the native genius of that place, though 
<c his ftile is fometimes allayed with a tang 6f the Syriack and 
cc Hebrew dialecl." All this proves St. Luke not to have 
been a Jew ; and accordingly it was a commonly received 
tradition in the fifth or fixth century, that he was a profelyte 
to the Jewifh religion, and ignorant of the Hpbrew language, 
which (if we will credit Theophyla£r. e J he afterwards went to 
Jerufalem to learn. 

2. It is conftantly affirmed by the antients, that St. Luke 
the Evangel'ifl was a phyfician. So we read in the places 
above-cited of Eufebius, Jerome, Dorotheus Tyrius, Ifido- 
rus Hifpalenfis, and many others; and I have above obferved, 
that he feems to be the perfon whom Paul, Col. iv. 14. calls 
the beloved Phyjician. This (as Dr. Cave well obferves f ) 
does by no means prove the dignity of his birth and fortune J 
this art being in thofe days generally managed by fervants. 
Upon which account, Grotius s fuppofes Luke to have been 
brought a fervant from Antioch to Rome, and there to have 
pradhfed phyfick. Concerning his fkill in painting, and the 

» ; Catalog. Vir. illuftr. in Luca. d Life of St. Luke, §. 5. 

b Epift. ad Damaf. f Praefat. in Luc. 

c De vit. et obit. San&or. lib. 1. f Lite oi Sr. Luke, §. 1. * 

p. 559. Oithodoxogr. Vol. I. B Annot. in Luc. 1. 

feveral 
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fevcral pi&ures which he drew o'f the Virgin Mary, fo much 
talked of by the Papifts, I fhall fay nothing, all this appearing 
to be the fi£tion of later ages. The firft time I find any men- 
tion of it, is in the beginning of the fixth century, when The- 
odore Leftor tells us a , that Eudocia, the wife of the Emperor 
Theodofius Junior, fent from her exile atjerufalem (about 
the year of Chrift, 448) the image, or pifture of the Virgin to 
Pulcheria, the Emperor's filler, which was painted by Luke 
the Apoftle. The Papifts tell us of feveral of thefe at Rome 
ana* Conftantinople, and furprizing miracles wrought by them. 
See Monf. Durant de Ritibus Ecclef. Cathol. lib. 1. c. 5. 

P-35- 
3. It is probable, St. Luke was one of thofe feventy difciples^ 

which our Saviour fent forth ; Luke x. 1, &c. This is af- 
ferted by feveral of the primitive writers ; fo Origen b , Epi- 
phanius c , Hippolitus d , &c. and (hould nor, I think, without 
fome cogent reafons to the contrary, be reje&ed as falfe. I 
know indeed, that Dr. Cave %Du Pin f , and others, have op- 
pofed the tradition ; becaufe, in the beginning of his Gofpel, he 
fays, he wrote not what he was an eye-witnefs of, and had 
feen, but that which he had learned from others. But to this 
I would reply ; 

That if we fuppofe St. Luke to have been one of the fe- 
venty difciples, it does not thence follow, that he muft needs 
be acquainted with, and have perfonally feen, all which he 
wrote concerning Chrift. But on the contrary, the very 
fuppofition excludes him from a great deal of perfona! know- 
ledge of Chrift's a&ions, partly as the feventy were not chofen 
by Chrift till the laft year of his miniftry, and partly as their 
being fent abroad, neceflarily prevented their perfonal know- 
ledge of what Chrift and his difciples did, during that fpace. 
St. Luke, therefore, might have been one of the feventy dif- 

1 Colle&an. lib. 1 . ipfo initio. e Haeref. 51. §. 11. 

b Dialog, de refta fide. That d MS. in Bibl. Bodleian, apud 

dialogue bus been queftioned\ and Mill. Praef. in Luc. 

though Wetfienius contends for its e Life of Luke, §. a. 

gtnmnensfs^yet, I think, it is gene- f Hift. of Can. of New Teft. 

rally agreed not to belong to Origen. Ch. a. §. 5. 
Cave's Hift. Liter. Vol. 1. p. 84. 
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ciples of Chrift, though he was not To long or £> much with 
Chrift, as to be able to write a hiftory of Chrift's life and 
a&ions from his own perioral knowledge. This feems to 
me a much better Solution of the difficulty, than that which 
Dr. Whitby has attempted, vainly endeavouring to prove,, 
that St. Luke's preface Jbews him to have been an eye-witn/fs 
of all that be wrote, than which nothing can be more repug- 
nant to the plain conftru&ion of the words a . 

4. St. Luke was for a long time the conftant companion of 
&t. Paul in his travels, and his ajjiftant in the work of the mi- 
niftry. This is proved both from die New Teftament, and 
the Fathers. In the Ads of the Apoftles, (xvi. io,&c.) which 
hook, at prefent I {ball take for granted, was written by Luke, 
we find him accompanying St. Paul in his voyage from Troas 
to Macedonia ; for he fpeaks there in the firft perfcn plural* 
Immediately we endeavoured to go into Macedonia j and ver. 11. 
Therefore ioofingfrom Troas, we. eame with a ft rait courfe, &c. 
and ver. 13. On the fabbath we went out of the city, and w$ fat 
down, and we /pake to the women. See ¥er. 16, 17, &c. The 
twentieth and twenty firft chapters tell us of Luke's accom- 
panying Paul to Jerufalem, as the twenty feventh does of his 
going along with him to Rome ; and accordingly St* Paul in 
ieveral of his Epiftles, written from Rome, mentions St. 
Luke, as being with him there. See the places above. No- 
thing is more commonly affirmed by the antients ; as Ire- 
iueus b , Eufebius c , Jerome d , Ifidorus Hifpalenfis % & c. nor 
has it, that I know of, ever been queftioned. 

5, St. Luke was acquainted with feveral of the Apoftles, 
This indeed feems neceflarily to follow, from his having been 
one of the feventy difciples, and the companion of St. Paul at 
Jerufalem, and fo many other places. Eufebius exprefsly tells 
us f , that he lived a long time with Paul, and was intimately 
acquainted with the reft of the Apoftles* The fame we find 
alfo in Dorctheus Tyrius s, 

* Praef. on Luke. Orthodoxograph. Vol. I. p. 599. 

*» Adv. Haeref. lib. 3. c. 14. f Loc. jam cit. To?s Xoitto^ Si a 

c Hiit. EccL. lib. 3. c. 4. qr&pspyuf vuv ccttotpKciji/ 4J(ju\y)xms. 

d Catalog. Vir. IUuilr. in Luc. K j n Synopf. 

e De vitl et obit. San&or, inter 

6. Epi- 
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6. Epiphanius fcys, that he preached. the Gofpel in Dal- 
maria, France, Italy and Macedonia a . 

7. Concerning his death there is fcarce any thing certain. 
Jerome b tells us, that he lived eighty four years y never mar- 
riedy was buried at Conftantinople y being brought thither (viz, 
his bones and reliques, together with thofe of the Apoftle An- 
drew) in the twentieth year of Conftantius, from Acbaia. Do- 
rotheas fays c , he died and was buried at Ephefus f and that his 
r cliques were brought^ with thofe of Timothy and Andrew, to 
Conjtantinople, in the time ofConflantius. Ifidorus Hifpalepfis d 
alio relates the account of his bones being tranjlated to Con- 
ftantinople % but will have it to have been in the time of Con*. 
ftantine, not Conftantius ; and that he died in the feventy 
fourth year of his age, and was buried in Bithynia. Aldhel- 
mus \ an abbot, of Malmfbury, in the year 680, tells us like- 
wife that he lived to the age of feventy four, and then died in 
an unmarried ftate, and that Conftantine brought his bones to 
Conftantinople. Concerning the manner of his death I have 
met with nothing, but that Nicephorus relates f his being 
hanged upon an olive-tree in Greece ; and Hippolitus *, that 
according to fome, he was burnt, according to others, was 
crucified upon an olive-tree. Some later difputes about St. 
Luke's body among the Papifts, fee in Spanheim. Hiftor* 
Chrift, Secul. xv. p. 1336. Hitherto concerning St. Luke. 

* Haeref. 51, §. 11. thodoxograph. Vol. II. p. 1690. 

b Catalog. Vir. Illuftr. inLuca. f Lib. a. c. 43. & D. Cave'* 

c In Synopf. Life of St. Luke, §. 3. 

d De vit. et obit. San&or. inter K MS. in Bibl. Bodleian, apud 

Orthodoxograph, Vol. I. p. 599. Mill. Procem. in Luc. 
e De laudib. Virginit. inter Or- 
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CHAP. XI. 

Of St. Luke's GofpeL It ivas wrote from the information of 
the Apojllcs^ and other Eye-witnejfes of ChriJPs Aclions. 
Alfo under the Direftion and Approbation of St. Paul. The 
Deftgn of it to confute the Apocryphal Gofpels. An Enquiry 
into the Time of its being written. 

1 PROCEED now to give fame account of that Gofpel 
which we have under the name of St. Luke. Concern- 
ing which, I obferve, 

I. That the Evangelijl wrote it from the informations and 
relations of thofe^ zuho'were eye-witnejfes of the things which it 
contains. For though we cannot yet take his own teftimony 
in the matter, (who ch. i. 2. faith, he wrote the things^ which 
were delivered unto him by thofe, who from the beginning were 
eye-witnejfes and minijlers of the word) yet there is fo much 
other evidence of the truth of the fa<3, that it cannot with any. 
reafon be difputed. lrenaeus a faith, that Luke has delivered 
to us y what the Apojlles delivered to him. This Tertullian calls 
authentic am paraturam h - 9 i. e. authentick intelligence^ or fuf- 
fcient and credible informations^ out of which he compiled his 
Gofpel. Eufebius c teftifies, that he converfed intimately with 
the Apojlles^ and that hs left the doclrines of curing fouls 9 which 
he learned from them y in two divinely infpired volumes. To 
the fame purpofe with all thefe, Jerome faith, that Luke wrote 
not only what he learnt from Paul y but the other Apoflles d . 
This tradition receives no fmall confirmation from St. Luke's 
having been one of the feventy difcipbs, and fo much with 
St. Paul at Jerufalem, and elfewhere, that it cannot without 


» Adv. Haeref. lib. 3. c. 14. Ea d Catalog.' Vir. Illuftr. inLuca. 

qiia?ab iisdidiccrat, trad id it nobis. Non fohim a Paulo didicifle Evan- 

h Adv. Marcion.ltb. 4. c. 2. gelium— fed a caeteris Apoftolis. 
c Hift. Eccl. lib. 3. c. 4. 

manifeft 
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manifeft abfurdity be fuppofed, that he knew none of the Apo- 
ftles, or learnt nothing from them. 

2. It is probable that St. Luke's Go/pel was wrote under 
the dlreftion, and publijhed with the approbation of St. Paul. 
Thus much at leaft feems evident from the teftimonies of 
Irenaeus % who carries the matter fo far as to aflert, that Luke 
compofed his Gofpel out of what Paul preached r ; of Tertullian, 
who adds b , that St. Luke's Gofpel was afcribed to Paul as its 
author^ for thofe things may feem to be the ma/ter^s, which the 
difciples have publijhed. How much this was the opinion of 
the antients, will farther appear from this notion, which feems 
to have been common among them, that when Paul in any of 
his Epiftles ufes the words, My Gospel, (as he does Rom; 
ii. 16. 2 Tim. ii. 8.) he particularly meant this Gofpel of 
Luke. This was thought by feveral before Eufebius % and 
Jerome * \ and though Mr. Fabricius e will not believe it to 
befo, yet it fhews us clearly, that it was the common opinion 
of thofe times, that St. Paul was concerned in publifhing this 
Gofpel of St. Lukes to which I conceive alfo, that of Origen 
is to be referred, where he faith, that the Gofpel of Luke was 
i/vollavtov ivawovfAtM, i. e. commended y or cited by Paul f . But 
how much foever St. Paul was concerned in approving or 
dire&ing the publication of this Gofpel, it is certainly a mif- 
take in Irenaeus, and thofe who have followed him, to fuppofe 
St Luke wrote only what he heard Paul preach, becaufe him- 
felf faith, and I have above proved, that he wrote what thofe 
who were eye-witnefles delivered to him, of which number 
St. Paul was not. I therefore chofe rather to lay it down in 
ray .propofition, that St. Paul approved or directed the pub- 
lilhing of this Gofpel, than that he dictated it. 

3. The particular view or defign, which St. Luke had in this 
Gofpel, feems to have been, to confute them any filly Apocryphal 

* Ka» Asxat ^ ctKoteBos -lib. 4. c. 5. 

HauXd to hit tKeUts Kr^vacrofxtvov c Loc. jam cit. 

iV3?7«Xio» iv ftfoj* xariScro. d Locjamcit. 

Adv. Haeref. lib. 3. c. 1. Graec. e Cod..Apocr. Nov. Teft. torn. 

vid. ap. Euf. H. E. lib. 5. c. 8. »• P- 37*> &c. 

b Nam et Lxicae digeftum Paulo r A P ud E u ^ b - Hilt. Eccl. L 6. 

adfcribere folent. Adv. Marcion. c » a 5* 

Gofpels 


9* Concerning the 7/w, when FART nr. 

Go/pels which were then extant* and to prevent the had in* 
jiuence of them? and their heretical d\eclrim$ % upon the Chrifiian 
converts. This is what is fo manjfeft from the firft wprd* of 
(he Gofpel, and the univerial voice of antiquity, that J nee4 
fay no more, only (hall refer the reader to the firft Volume, 
Part 1. Ch, IJ. p. 24. spd the places there cited, Befides 
this, which is allowed by all as the principal occafion of St. 
Luke's writing his Gofpel, there have been other more parti- 
cular reafons guefled at by learned men* The two French 
criticks, Father Simon* and OuPin b , conje&ure, that he 
wrote it at the defire of Theophilus? to whom he dedicate? it 1 
'Pr« Grabe c and Dr. Mill d fuppofe, that St. Luke wrote it in 
Egypt, and with a particular defign to confute the Go/pel of the 
Egyptians, (of which above, Vol.1. Part II, Ch. XVI. &c.) 
but as the firft of thefe feems but little to frgree with ,the re- 
ceived potions of infpiration, fo the latter feems very impro- 
bable, becaufe we not only want any good evidence of St. 
Luke's having ever been in Egypt, but becaufe we find none 
of thofe, which we know to have been the peculiar dodrines 
of the Egyptian Gofpel, fp much as once referred to in this of 
St. Luke. 

4. The time or period in which this Gofpel was wrote? is very 
uncertain? there being not (as far as I know) any monuments 
of antiquity, by which it can be fixed, or determined. The 
antients generally place the writing of this Gofpel after thofe 
two of St. Matthew and St. Mark. In this order I find 
them ranged by Origen*, £ufebius f , Jerome*, a n <| many 
other writers of thofe times ; from whence it is plain, they 
were bound together in their volumes in the order which they 
are now ; this, I think, can be no better way accounted for, 
than by fuppofing, that they did imagine them written in the 9 
fame order ; and accordingly they are placed in all the old 

* Critic. Hift. of the New Teft. d Prolegona. in Nov. Teft. §. 

Parti, c. 12. 114. 

b Hift. of the Canon of the New e Apud Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 6. 

Teft. Vol. 2. c. 2. §. 5. c. 25. 

c Spicileg. Patr. Stcul. I. p. 33, f Lib. 3, c. 24. 

34. ' Praef. In Comment, in Match. 

manu- 
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manuscripts, of which I have taet with any account % except 
in that very antient manufcript of Beza, now called The Cam* 
bridge Manufcript 9 being given by Beza to that Univerfity. 
In this manufcript, the order (lands thus b > Matthew is placed 
firft, then John, after him Luke, then Mark. It is certain* 
this was hot the order in which the Evangdifts wrote \ and it 
is very probable the writer of this manufcript intended to 
place firft thofe of the Evangelifts who were Apoftles, vis* 
Matthew and John, and then thofe who were not> Luke and 
Mark \ fuppofing perhaps, that as John wrote after Matthew, 
fo Mark did after Luke. But according to the general opinion 
of the antients, Luke wrote after Mark; the particular time 
they have not determined. According to feveral old manu* 
fcripts, St. Luke wrote his Gofpel fifteen years after the af- 
cenfion of Chrift c , viz* about the year 49, but this muft cer- 
tainly be a miftake ; for if he wrote after Mark, he muft write 
after the year of Chrift 63 ; i. e. above thirty years after our 
Saviour's afcenfion j for 1 have above proved, that Mark did 
not write till after that time. Jerome informs us, that St. 
Luke wrote in the regions of Achaia and Bithynia d $ and as 
his words are commonly underftood by Grotius e , Dr. Cave f , 
Father Simon e, and others, that he wrote it when he accom- 
panied St. Paul into thofe parts. If this be true, it was wrote 
about the year of Chrift 52, or 53; but this is upon many 
accounts improbable; for, upon a clofe obfervation of Je- 
rome's words, I find they have hitherto been quite mlfunder- 
lrood ; and it is evident, 

1. That Jerome does not fay that Luke wrote his Gofpel, 
while he was with Paul in Achaia and Bithynia ; he only aflerts, 
according to the common punctuation of the words, that he 
was a difciple of Paul, and compofed his Gofpel in Achaia 
and Bithynia; Lucas — Difcipulus Apojioli Faulty in Achaia 


* See Father Simon's Critic. Mill on the laft verfe of Luke. 

Hift. of the New Teft. Part i. d Praef. in Comment, in Matth. 

«. 10. « Annot. in Titul. Luc. 

b Vid. Bez. in Titul. Marc. ' Life of St. Luke, %. 4. 

c See Father Simon in the place * Critic. Hift. of the New Teft. 

now cited, and the fame aflerted, as Part i. c. 12. p. 102. 
to Several ot^ier manuscripts, in Dr. 

Bitty* 
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Bithyniaque (other copies read Boeotiaque) partibus volumen 
candidit. 

2. The prefent pun&uation of Jerome's words feems not 
to be right ; for the comma, or diftin&ion, ought rather to be 
put after the word partibus, than after the word Pault ; fo 
that the fenfe or conftru&ion feems rather to be, tHat Luke 
was the difciple of Paul in Achaia and Bithynia, and (after- 
wards) wrote his Gofpel ; than that he was the difciple of 
Paul, and wrote his Gofpel in Achaia and Bithynia. 

For any thing therefore which has been yet faid to the con- 
trary, it feems moft probable, that St. Luke wrote his Gof- 
pel after St. Mark's, i. e. after the year of Chrift 63 : and as 
it is very likely that he wrote it not long before the Acls of the 
Apoftles, which muft needs be written after the year of Chrift 
62, fo it is probable he wrote them both at Rome after Paul's 
departure thence ; for that he continued at Rome after Paul, 
at leaft that he did not go away along with him is evident, 
becaufe his hiftory ends at that period. There is indeed a 
paflage, which I have obferved in the old book of Hypotypofes, 
under the name of Clemens Alexandrinus, cited by Eufebius 
(Hift. Eccl. lib. 6. c. 14.), wherein it is aiTerted that St. 
Luke's Gofpel wjls written before St. Mark's, viz. v§oyty^a- 

<p$ui tXiyu tat iwtyJiXwp ret futpu^orret raq ynn»\cyia4 I VIZ. That 

thofe of the Gofpels were, written firji^ which contain our Sa- 
viour' s genealogies ; but this book of the Hypotypofes not being 
wrote by Clemens, but the compofure of fome filly Heretick, 
(as I have proved, Vol. I. Part II. Ch. XXXVI. p. 373.) 
I think it nezdlefs to regard the teftimony. 
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CHAP. XII. 

St. Luke* s Gofpel is Canonical. It is in the antient Catalogues^ 
cited by the primitive Father s> read in the Churches, and put 
in the Syriack Verfion* 

Arg. I. QT. Luke's Gofpel is to be efteemed of Canonical 
^ authority, by Prop. IV. becaufe it is in all the 
Catalogues of Canonical books, which we have among the writ- 
ing* of the primitive Chriftians. Thefe Catalogues I have 
collected, Vol. I. Part I. Ch. VIII. and referred to, in prov- 
ing the authority of Matthew and Mark's Gofpels above, viz. 
the Catalogue of Origen, Eufebius, Athanafius, Cyril, that in 
the council of Laodicea, Epiphanius, Gregory Nazianzen, 
Philaftrius, Jerome, Ruffin, Auftin, that in the third council 
of Carthage, and in the books under the name of Dionyfius 
the Areopagite. To which I add, the general proof I have 
above made in this Part (Differt. Praef.), that the four Gof- 
pels which we now receive, were received by the primitive 
Chriftians. 

Arg. II. The Gofpel of St. Luke is Canonical, becaufe it 
is cited as Scripture in the writings of the primitive Chriftians ^ 
Prop. V. I intend here, as in the former Gofpels, to fliew 
the feveral authors who have cited, and the places wherein 
they have cited this Gofpel, and {hall begin with, 

I. St. Paul. 
It has been fuppofed by many of the antients (as I have 
ebferved above, Ch. XI.), that as often as St. Paul ufes the 
words My Gospel, he cites and refers to St. Luke (fee 
Rom. ii. 16. 2 Tim. ii. 8.). So many of the Chriftians be- 
fore the time of Eufebius a and Jerome b . thought, and Origen 

» Hift. EccL lib. %. c. 4. k Catalog. Vir. Illuftr. inLuca. 

exprefsly 


"$6 St. Luke's Q&Jpel tAltr it. 

exprefsly calls it the Gofpel two rWxa iTauo^ivor, i. e. *«**- 
mended or cited by Paul a ; but I confefs, though I have men- 
tioned this, it is not becaufe I believe St. Paul did cite this 
Gofpel (it being wrote, in my opinion, fome years after the 
Epiftle to the Romans, though perhaps not after that to Ti- 
mothy), but becaufe it gives us clear intimation, how highly 
efteemed this Gofpel was in the moft antient times of Chrift- 
ianity, being judged worthy by them to be cited by St. Paul, 
and called his own Gofpel 


II. Clemens Romanus. 

St. Luke's Gofpel* Tbefirfl EpiJIU of Clemens 

Romanus to the Corin- 
thians* 

X Ch. vi. 36—39. 1 Chap. xih'. Several fayings 

of our Lord are here re- 
ferred to 5 fome of whldi 
are in St. Matthew (as 
above faid), and fome hi 
St. Luke. 

2 Ch. xvii. 1, 2. 2 Chap. xlvi. Cotelerius has 

obferved upon this place, 
that Clemens not only 
cites Matthew, but Luke; 
and indeed the order of 
his words is more agree- 
able to this laft. 

The fecund Epiftle of Cle- 
mens Romanus to the 
Corinthians. 

3 Ch. xiii. 27. 3 Ch. iv. This feems to be 

rather taken out of Luke 
than Matthew, becaufe 


% Apud Eufeb. Hift. Ecclef. lib. 6. c. 25. 

St. 
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St. Luke's Go/pel. The fecond Epijik of Cle- 

mens Romanus to the 
Corinthians. 

3 Ch. xiii. 27. of the words «&o0«» in, 

which are in Luke, and 
not in Matthew. 

4 Ch. xvi. 26. 4 Ch. vi. It feems to be 

taken out of Luke, be- 
caufe the words are the 
fame. 

5 Ch. xvi. io, 12. 5 Ch. viii. See the Appen- 

dix to Vol. I. p. 416. 


III. Ignatius* 

That he has cited Luke xxiv. 39. in his Epiftle to the 
Smyrneans, Chap. III. I have proved above, Vol. I. 
Part II. Chap. XXVII. p. 294. 


IV. Justin Martyr. 

St Luke's Go/pel. Justin Martyr's Works. 

1 Ch.i. 17. 1 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

p. 268. 

2 — 32. 2 Apolog. 2. pro Chrift. p. 

75- 

3 — 35> 3 8 - ' 3 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

P- 3 2 7- 

4 Ch. ii. 2. 4 Apolog. 2. pro Chrift. p, 

5 Ch. x. 19. 5 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

p. 301, 302. % 

22. 6 p. 95, 96, 326. 

7 Ch. xiii. 26, £7. ; 7 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 

p. 301, 


8 Ch. xxii. 44. 8 ■ p. 331. 

9 Ch. xxiii; 46. 9 > p. 333. 

Vol. III. H V.Ire- 


9& it. Luke's Gofrel *ar* m 

V. Irenjbus. 

» 

St. Luke's Gofpel is fo frequently cited by this Father, 
that it would be fuperftuous to colled: the citations ; befide* 
Feuardentius has with fo much exa&nefs collefted them at 
the end of his edition of Irenaeus, that it will be fufficient to 
refer the reader to his index. I (hall only obferVe, 

1. That there are above a hundred citations of this Gofpel 
made by Irenaeus in his works. 

2. That (Lib. 3. adv. Haeref. c. 14.) he vindicates the au- 
thority and perfection of St. Luke's Ge/pelj and has made there 
a collection of many or moft of the hiftories which this Evan- 
gelift has recorded, which are not mentioned by either of the 
other, and fays, the Hiftories ofChrift^ which Su Luke alone 
has recorded^ were received by all Chrijllans \ 

3. That he in very many places cites this Gofpel by the 
name of Luke^ which the reader may fee' in the following in-* 
ftances. 

St. Luke's Gofpel. Irenjeus. 

1 Luke iil- 23. 1 Lib. 2* c. 39* 

2 MK 4. 2 Lib. 3. C. 9. 

3 »• 6 > 8 » * *5* *7» 3 c - "• 

and a great part of that 

chapter. 

4 Many pktes of this Gof- 4 c 14. 

pel. 

5 — Hi. 24* &e. 5 c. 33. 

6 iv. 5, 6. 6 Lib. 5. c. 21. 

Many other fuch inftances might eafily be colle&ed; but t 
fuppofe thefe, with what has been faid above (DIJfert. prafix.y 
maybe fufficient to evidence to any one the fentimenfts, which. 
Irenaeus had of this Gofpel. 


* Et plurimos alius Domini per bus et ornpes utuntur. 
Lunc (ic. Lucam) didjcimus, qui- 
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VI. Clemens Alexandrinuj. 


St. Luke's Go/pel. 

1 Ch. iii. 12, 13, 14. 

2 — — vi. 36. 

3 46. 

4 Ch. xii. 19. 

5 20. 

6 ■ ■ 36, 37, 

7 Ch. xiv. 8, 13, 16, Sec. 
8 20. 

Q , , , 26. 


xo Ch. xv. 1, &c. 

11 7. 

12 Ch. xvi. 19, &c. viz. the 

parable of the rich man 
* and Lazarus. 


13 Ch» xviii. 8. 

14 Ch. xix» S. 

15 Ch. xxii. 31. 

16 Ch. xxiv. 41. 


The Works of Clemens 
Alexakdrinus. 

1 Paedagog. Lib. 3. p. 26 1. 

2 Stromat. Lib. 2. p. 404. 

3 . Lib. 7. p. 766. 

4 Pxdagog. Lib. 2. p. 210. 

5 Stromat. Lib. 4. p. 487. 

6 Paedagog. Lib. 2. p. 185. 

7 p. 141. 

8 Stromat. Lib. 3. p. 465. 

9 p. 467- 

10 Paedagog. Lib. 2. p. 144. 

11 Stromat. Lib. 2. p. 390. 

12 This is referred to fcveral 

times by Clemens, viz. 
Psedagog. Lib. 2. p. 199. 
Lib. 3. p. 234. et Stro- 
mat. Lib. 4. p. 486. 

13 Stromat. Lib. 3. p. 447. 

14 ■ ■ Lib. 4. p. 4*8. 

15 p. 5°3' 

16 Pxdagog. Lib. 2. p. 148. 

In this laft place Cle- 
mens has cited Luke by 
name. 


Befides thefc references to 8t. Luke, made by Clemens in 
his Padagogus and Stromata, I have met with feverai others 
in that fmall traft of his, intitled, Jguis Dhes falvetttr f Thefe 
are as follow. 


St. Luke's Gofpet. 

1 Ch. v. 29. 

2 • vi. 30 


Tfo Treati/e of Clemens 
Alexakdrinus, intltUdy 
Qyis Dives falvetur ? 

1 Cap. xiii. p. 34« 

2 — — xxxi. p. 86. 

H 2 St. 
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The treatife of Clemens 
St. Luke's GofpeL Alexandrinus, intitled y 

Quis Dives falvetur ? 

3 Ch. x. 29—37. 3 ^ap. xx viii« p. 77. 

4 xii. 32. 4 ■ xxxi. p. 82. 

5 r xiv. 26. 5 xxii. p. 61. 

6 xv. 9, 10. 6 xxxix. p. 1 01* 

7 — — xvi. 9. 7 — — xiii. p. 34. 

8 xix. 5. 8 Ibid. 

The citations out of this Gofpel in the works of Tertul- 
lian, Origen, Cyril, Cyprian, Ambrofe, Auftin, Jerome, &c. 
are {o very numerous, and fo eafy to be obferved every where 
in their writings j that I (hall omit making any colle&ions out 
of them. Thefe, as the preceding Fathers, appeal always to 
this Gofpel as Scripture; and no wonder they fhould, when 
they were afTured it was, as Eufebius calls it, GsoV^ror B&tiov, 
an infpired book. Hift. Eccl. lib. 3. c. 4. 

Arg. III. The Gofpel of St. Luke is Canonical, becaufe it 
was read as Scripture in the churches or ajfemhlies of the pri- 
mitive Chrifiiansy by Prop. VI. For the proof of the h£t t 
rou# refer the reader to Parti. Ch. X. of this work, and 
what I have above (aid, Ch. III. in this Part, concerning the 
ffeading of St. Matthew's Gofpel. 

Arg. IV. St. Luke's Gofpel is Canonical, becaufe it was 
efteemed as fuch by the Churches of Syria in or near the Apoftles* 
time ; and accordingly by them in thofe days tranflated, and 
inferted in their colle&ion of (acred books, Prop. XV. 

Thus much concerning the Canonical authority of this 
Gofpel; nor have I any farther to add, but that as Marcion 
and his heretical followers had a different Gofpel of St. Luke, 
from that which we now receive, fo thefe differences were all 
owing to the impudence of Marcion, who inferted and left out 
what he thought convenient to ferve his own purpofes ; which 
has largely been proved by Irenseus % Tertullian b , and Epi- 

a Adverf. Haeref. lib. 3. c. 11, * Adv. Marcion. lib. 4. c. 3, &c. 

12. 

phanius, 


chap. xiii. An Account of St. John, Sec. ior 

phanius % to whom I muft refer the reader ; and among later 
writers to Sixtus Senenfis b , Father Simon % Du Pin d , and 
Dr. Mill *. 


CHAP. XIII. 

A Collection of all that isfaidofSt. John in the New Tejla- 
tnent. The Hi/lory of his Life from the Antients. He 
fettled in Afia Minor. Suffered under D omit i an. Was ba~ 
nijhed to Patmos. Returned to Ephefus. A Jlory of him 
and Cerinthus. Another of him and a young Man. He 
raifed the dead, &c . When and how he died. Job. xxi. 
21. mifunderflood by many of the Antients, who imagined 
thence, that he never died. 

FOR the clearer eftablifhment of the Canonical authority of 
this Gofpel, it will be requifite that here, as in die former 
Gofpels, I fhould firft give fome account of the author, and 
then of his work. t 

Concerning the author we hzvefome accounts in Scripture^ 
and fome which are credible in the primitive Chri/lian wriU 
ings. Each (hall be diftin&ly confidered. 

1. The accounts which we have of St. John the Evangelift 
in the writings of the New Tejlament, are as follow ; viz. 

i. His father's name was Zebedee, a fifherman by trade, 
and his mother's Salome f . 

2. He was horn in Galilee, as is probable, becaufe there 
Chrift found him, and called him g with his brother James. 

3. He was conftituted one of Chrift's Jfy? Apoflles, and fent 
out with the Twelve h . 


» Haeref. 42. e Prolegbm. in Nov. Teft. §. 

b Biblioth. Sanft. lib. 7. de Luc. 306 — 32$. 

Evang. f Matt. iv. 21. xxvii. 56.com- 

c Critic. Hift. of the New Teft. pared with Markxv. 40. 

Part I. c. 12. * Matt. iv. 21. 

d Hiftor. of Canon, Vol. II. c. * Matt. x. 2. 
2. §.5. 
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4* He feems to have been of a very warm and zealous tern* 
per. This I gather; (i.) Becaufe he is intitlcd by Chrift, 
with his brother James, Boanerges a , i. e. Son of Thunder. 
(2.) Becaufe he was for forbidding a certain p'erfon any more to 
caji out Devils in ChriJPs name> becaufe HE did not follow 
them b . (3.) Becaufe he with his brother James defired to 
call down fire (i. e. thunder or lightning )from heaven-, to con- 
fume the Samaritans c . (4.) Becaufe after Chrift's afcenfion, 
we find John with Peter was the chief fpeaker and aclir in the 
defence and propagation of the Gofpel at Jerufalem d . 

5. He received feverat particular in/lances and marks of our 
Saviour' 's favour, above moji or all the Apojlles. Hence he has 
ofeen the chara£ter given him of that Dtfciple whom Jcfus 
loved* \ and particular evidences hereof feem to be, (1.) That 
hp was admitted with Peter and James to be prefent at our Sa- 
viours transfiguration f . (2. ) That he wasfent with Peter t* 
prepare the lafl pajfoiier for our Saviour *. (3.) He was 
placed in the moji honourable feat at the /upper j, he leaned on 
Jefus^s bofom, or lay on his breaft b j i. e. he (at in the next 
place to Chriflr ; and as it was the cuftom of thofe countries 
then, to lie along on couches at meals, his head lay in the bo* 
torn of Chrift, who fat before him \ (4.) When Peter durjl not 
himfelf he defired Joljn to ajk Chrijl, who fhould betray him ^ 
which be did, and received an anfwer *, (5.) He alone, with 
his brother James and Peter, was admitted to the favour of our 
Lord's dijeourfe and devotion in the Mount of Olives k . (6.) 
Chrijt upon the Crofs appointed him the guardian of his. mother % 
the Virgin Mary, giving her inftruftions to own him as a 
fort, and kirn to own her as a mother * : John accordingly 
took her to his home. (7.) Hi was firji favoured by ChnJI 
with the difiovery of himfelf to him, at the fen of Tiberia^ 


* Mar. iii. 17. f Matt. xvii. 1, &c. Luke ijc» 

h Mar. ix. 38. and Luke ix, *8. 

49, * Lukexxii. 8. 

c Luke ix< 5+. h John xiii. 23,25. 

« A&s iii. 1, Sec l John xiii. 23 — 26. 

e John xiii. 23, xix. 26. xx. 2. k Matt. xxvi. 36. and Luk* 

x.1 20. **"• 39- 

1 Johnxix. 16, 17, 

a 
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After bis refurrtftion a . (8.) The anfwer which Chrift gave to 
Peter, relating to John, feepss not a little to his honour, If I 
will that 6$ tarry till I tome, wb*t is that t$ thee * ? 

Befides the above-mentioned, we have the following parti- 
culars concerning him; as (*.) That he with his brother 
Janes petitioned Chrift to he advanced to high pofts in his 
{temporal) kingdom 6 : and though Matthew lays, their mo- 
ther preferred the petition for them d ; .yet feeing Mark fo po- 
sitively aflcrts their prefenting ft themfelves, and both Mat- 
thew and Mark agree* that our Saviour dire&ed his anfwer to 
-the fens, and not the mother, there can be no room to doubt 
but they were concerned therein. (2.) He was known to 
the High-Prieft, attended our Saviour's trial, and procured in- 
troduction for Peter into the hall c . Though John be not 
named there, yet being fpoke of as ufual in the third perfon, 
and it being certain that he afterwards attended Chrift at his 
crucifixion f , which we do not know that any other Apoftle 
did, k is more than probable he was the perfon there in- 
tended. {3.) He ran with Peter to Chrift's fepulchre, on the 
firft account of his refurre&ion *. (4.) After Chrift's afcen- 
fion he preached with Peter in the Temple, and healed the 
lame man, preached to the people h , was apprehended of the 
Sadducees \ imprifoned, and boldly pleaded in defence of 
Chriftianity *. (5.) He was the deputy of the Apoftles with 
Peter to go to Samaria, to confirm and enlarge the churches 
which were planted there ! . And befides this I find nothing 
related concerning him in the New Teftament, except his 
being the author of three Epiftles and the Revelation ; of 
which in their proper places. There are indeed two other 
places of the Gofpel, in which John is (uppofed to be the per- 
fon referred to, viz. that, John i. 35 — 40. where mention is 
made of two of John the* JBaptift's Difciples who went to 


* JohnxxL.7. « John xx. 2, &c. 
b Johnxxi. 23. h A£te iii, 1, &c. 

* Mark*. 35. * A6biv. 1, &c. 

* Matt. xx. 20. k Atts iv. per tot. 

* John xviit, 16. * Acts viil. i+, &c. 
f Johnxix. 2*. 
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Chrift ; die one is faid to be Andrew, die other not named is 
fuppofed to be John our Evangelift, becaufe he particularly 
relates all the circumftances of the hiftory, and conceals his 
own name * ; but this is by no means a fufficient reafon, efpe- 
cially confidering that John feems not to have known Chrift 
till he was called, Matt. iv. 21. The other place is that, 
Mark xiv. 51, 52. where we read of a young man that fol- 
lowed Chrift, when he was apprehended, having a linen cloth 
caft about his naked body, which he left in the hands of thole 
who laid hold on him ; this is fuppofed to be John by federal 
of the antients, Chryfoftom, Ambrofe, and Gregory b ,and Dr. 
Cave among the moderns e ; but as there is no evidence of- 
fered to fupport the Conje&ure, it cannot be unfair to rejedfc 

it. 

II. The accounts which we have from the antients concern- 
ing St. John j are large. I fhall lay down what feems moil 
remarkable. 

It is generally agreed by the antients, that when the Apo- 
ftles determined to go abroad to propagate the Gofpel, St. 
John had Afia Minor for his province. This is attefted by 
Polycrates d , Irenaeus % Eufebius f , Dorotheus *, and many 
others. I fhall only obferve, that in the Life of this ApoftU h , 
under the name of Prochorus (who was one of the feven dea- 
cons appointed by the Apoftles, A&s vi. 5.), it is (aid, that all 
the Apoftles metrat Gethfemane after Chrift's afccnfion, and 
having their feveral provinces determined by lot, Afia fell to 
John; which, though he received at firft with concern, he 
afterwards complied with. It is however very probable^ that 


* Vid. Epiphan. Haeref. 51. 
§. 14. Dr. Cave's Life of St. 
John, $. 1. and Dr. Whitby on 
John i. 40. 

b Apud Whitby in Mar. xiv. 

c Lib. cit. §.3. 

d Epift. ad Victorem et Roma- 
ns Urbis Ecclefiam de Pafchate> 
cujus fragraentum extat apud Eu- 
icb, Hift. Ecclef. I. 5. c. 24. 

e Adverf. H»ref. lib. 3. c. i 1 . 

f Hift. Ecclef. lib. 3. c. 1, 


•~ In Synopf. 

h This book \s printed in Greek 
and Latin among the Orthodoxo- 
grapha, Vol. I. p. 85. but is juftry 
rejected as fpurious by Beliarmine 
(de Script. Ecclef. in Prochoro), 
and many Papifts, as by all pro* 
teftant writers. Cocus Cenfiir, 
quorund. vet. Script, p.' 13. Ri- 
vet. Critic. Sacr. lib. 1. c, 6. 
Cave Hiftor. Li^r. p. 23^. Fabric. 
Cod, Apocr. t. 2. p. 917^ 

St. 
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St. John did not till a long time after Chrift*s afcenfion enter 
upon his charge; becaufe, as Dr. Cave * well obferves, had he 
been in Afia early, we muft needs have heard of him in the 
accounts which St. Luke gives of St. Paul's feveral journies 
into, and refidencein, thofe parts ; it is therefore moft likely he 
ftaid for a long time after our Saviour's afcent at Jerufalem. 
The next thing we read of St. John, is his being afufferer in 
the fecond general perfecut ion under Dentition at Rome^ where 
he was cajl into a caldron of boiling oily but miraculoujly pre- 
ferved, and the fire had no influence upon him. This is re- 
lated by TertullianS and by no one elfe except Jerome, who 
(ays he tranferibed it from him c > and, if it be true d , hap- 
pened in the fourteenth year of Domitian, i. e. about the year 
of Chrift 96. So we read exprefsly in Eufebius's Chronicon 
and Jerome c . After this the Apoftle was by the fame Empe~ 
ror banijhed to a deflate ifland in the fouth-eajl part of the 
Egean Sea y called Patmos f . So we are informed by Tertul- 
lian*, Eufebius h , ^Jerome ! , Severus Sulpitius k , &c. though 
Dorotheus Tyrius feems to have believed that this banifhment 
was by Trajan, and not Domitian \ which is certainly a mif- 
take. In this exile-ftate, it is faid St. John was fuitably com- 
forted and fupported with the vifions and revelations from God y 
which he afterwards publiihed ; fee Irenaeus m , Eufebius n , Je- 
rome °, Severus Sulpitius i>, and Auftin \ The fecond gene- 


* Life of St. John, §. 4 

b De Praefcript. adv. Haerctic. 
cap. 36. Apoitolus Joannes, poiiea 
quam in oleum igneum demerfug 
nihil paffus eft, in iniulam relega- 
tur. 

c Lib. 1. contr. Jovin. c. 14. 
et in Matth. xx. apud Cleric. Hilt. 
Ecclef. p. 508. 

* However good Tertullian , s cre- 
dit may be, yet the ftory cannot but 
appear dubious, when we confider 
that fo remarkable a fact fell only 
within the obfervation of one fingle 
writer. 

e Catalog. Vir. Illuftr. in Jc*. 
anne. 

f According to fbme it was reck- 
oned among the iilands called Cy- 
clades, according to others ajnong 


thofe called Sporades. Vid. Plin, 
lib. 4. c. 1*. Dionyf. Periegef. 
v. 530. et Gulielm. Hill Not. in 
loc. p. 134. 

1 De Praefcript. adv. Haeretk. 
c. 36. 

* Hift. Ecclef. lib. 3. c. 18. 

1 Loc. jam cit. 

k Hiftor. Sacr. lib. 2. p. 5; 5. 
inter Or thodoxograph. Vol. I. Giy- 
naeus, the editor, inftead of Severus 
Sulpitius, calls him by miftake Sul- 
pitius Severus. See Dr. Cave's 
Hift. Liter, torn. x. p. 284. 

1 In Synopf. 

m Adverf. Haeref. Jib. 5. c. 30. 

n Loc. jam cit. 

Loc. jam cit. 

9 Loc. jam cit. 

« Q^aeit. ex Nov. Teft. §. 72- 

ral 
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ral perfection ended with Domitkn j and times more fa- 
vourable to Christianity fuoceeding, Sk John had an opportu- 
nity Co return to his former friends at Ephefus, which, as k 
was the place of his former abode in Ada, £> became now his 
fettkment for life* Here he a&ed the part of m Chriftian Bi- 
fhop or Minifter, and together with feven other Bifhops pre- 
fided over that dipcefe, if we may credit the author of the book 
intitled Mm^m T*^wW» j i. e. The Martyrdom of Timothy *. 

The other accounts which I have met with concerning St* 
John, cannot be reduced to any certain order of time : Dr. 
Cave and Du Pin have colleded them already; for which rea- 
fon I (hall but juft name (hem, in the order in which the feve- 
ral authors lived, who have mentioned them. 

Irena:us b informs us, there were fome in his time whp 
had the following account from Polycarp, who was one of 
John's difciples, viz. cc That St. John going to a certain 
u bath at Ephefus, and perceiving that Cerinthus, that noted 
iC arch-heretick, was in the bath, immediately leaped .out 
" without bathing himfelf, and faid. Let us go hence> left th? 
u bath Jhould fall down upon us 9 having in it Jucb an heretic i 
" as CerinthuSy that enemy of truth " What the herefy of 
'Cerinthus was, may be largely feen in Irenaeus % Epipha^ 
nius d , and many of the antients. Some account of his prin~ 
ciples is given above, Vol. I, Part II. Ch. XII. 

Clemens Alexandrinus concludes his treatife, intitled, 
$hiis Dives falvetur c ? with a remarkable hiftory, which moft 
of our Ecclefiaftical writers have taken notice of. I Avail re- 
cite it therefore briefly, viz. a That when St. John was re- 
turned from his exile in Patmos to Ephefus, he vifited the 
neighbouring churches, and obferving in one of the cities a 


CI 
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• Apud Phot. Cod. 154.. This * Adverf. Hwef. lib. 3. c. 3. 

J>cok goes under the name of Poly, et in Eufeb. lib. 4. c. 14.. 

crates of Ephefus, a writer of the c Lib. 3. paflim. 

fecond century, but is rejected as * Haeref. aB. 

fjrorious by Dr. Cave, Hift'. Liter. e It was publifhed 1683, at Ox- 

.60. and Fabricius Cod. Apocr. ford, by Biihop Fell. 

'ov. Tell. p. Si 2. 
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" young man of an uncommon genius and handfome body, he 
<( commended him in the prefence of the Church to the care 
" of the Bifhop a of die place, who, taking the charge of him, 
" inftru&ed and baptized him ; at length giving him his It- 
K berty, he fell into the worft of company, and entered into a 
" ftri& alliance with fame perfons, who were not only in 
" other refpe&$ debauched in their morals, but notorious 
(< robbers, of whom he became the captain, and led them in 
" all their a£h of murder, robbery, &c Some time after St. 
<f John's occafions calling him to this city, he enquired after 
<( the young man. The Bifhop with concern replied, he was 
M dead, meaning he was dead to God, and joined to a band of 
" villains and robbers. Upon which St. John took a horfe 
" and guide, came to the place where the robbers were, and 
ir being feized by their centinds, he defired to be brought to 
u their captain, who, when he (aw him, fled through £hame ; 
" but St. John purfued him, defiling him not to fly, and pro- 
" mifing him pardon from Cbrift, by whom he faid he was 
4C fenti upon this he ftaid, and in the greateft diftrefs threw 
u down his arms, and embracing the Apoftle, he groaned, 
* and floods of tears poured down from his* eyes. Upon 
" which St. John, alluring him of pardon, prayed for him, 
" and brought bim back to the Church." 

ApotLONiUS, a writer in the fecond century againft the 
Mofttanifts, tells us b , that be raifed a dead perfon to life. 
This I find no where elfe related, unlefs that fliould be 
thought to be the fame, which I obferve in Ifidore Hifpalenfis \ 
concerning bis raifing a widow from the dead by the command 
of the people, or his refloring and bringing a young man's foul 
into bis body again, related in the fame place. 

■ I cannot but obferve here, that tion, that PrejbyUr and BiJJiop were 

when Clemens delivers the young two names or* one perfon in the 

man to his charge, be calls him time of Clemens Alexandrinus. 

Zv'Km*&', and a few lines after, b Lib. contr. Cataphryg. apud 

when he (peaks of the care which Eufeb. Hi it. Ecclef. lib. 5. c. 18. 

he took of him, he calls him I^w- c hoc. fupr. cit. 


(vrs&* an undeniable detnon&ra- 
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Polycrates, a writer of the fame time, makes St. John 
to be a prieft^ and as fetch to have worn a llfrccio*, or plate *. 
Jerome, citing this of Polycrates, paraphrafes it thus b ; Pon- 
tifex ejus (fcil. Chrijli) fuit, auream laminam in fronte portans\ 
i. e. <f He was High-prieft of Chrift, and wore a golden plate 
a on his forehead." This is faid alfo of James, Bifhop of Je- 
rufalem,byEpiphanius c , who cites Clemens and Eufebius for 
the truth of it ; and, if it be true, is well accounted for by V a- 
lefius d , who fuppofes thofe firft Chriftians to have done it iri 
imitation of the Jewifh High-priefts. 

Tertullian informs us, that St. John convicted an 
Afiatick prelbyter of forging and publifhing the Acls of Paul 
and Thecla, under the name of Paul e . See the place at large 
above, Part III. Ch. XXXIV. p. 387. 
' The time, place, and manner of St. John's death, are very 
differently related by the antients. Irenaeus affirms f , that he 
continued till the reign of the Emperor Trajan; and elfewhere*) 
that he prejided over the Church of Ephefus till that time. Ire- 
naeus was followed in this opinion by moft of the antients. 
Eufebius makes St. John's exit to have been in the third year 
of Trajan h j and agreeably thereto, Jerome l places it in the 
fixty-eighth year after Chrift's death, which coincides with the 
third year of Trajan, and the hundred and firft, or hundred 
and fecond year after our Saviour's nativity* That St. John 
did live till this reign, I find alfo afferted in the antient book, 
of which we have an abftra& in Photius k , which is intitled, 
The Martyrdom of Timothy, in Ifidore Hifpalenfis's Treatife of 
the Lives and Deaths of the Prophets and Apoflles\ and in the 
Synopjis of Dorotheus m , though he make St. John to have 


* Epift. ad Vi&or. et Ecclef. f Adv. Haeref. lib. 2. c. 39. 

Roman, apud Eufeb. lib. 5. c. 24. * Lib. 3. c. 3. 

b Catalog. Vir. Illuftr. in Po- h In Chronic, ad Ann. CIII. 

lycrat. * Catal. Vir. Illuftr. in Joanne. 

c Hseref. 29. §. 4. et Haeref. 78. k Cod. CCLIV. 

§.14. ' Inter Orthodoxogr. Vol, I. 

d Annot. in Loc. Eufeb. denuo p. 598. 

cit. " Edit. Latin. 

e Lib. de Baptum. c. 17. 

livetl 
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lived to the age of an hundred and twenty $ which, if it were 
certain, would prove that he died not in the beginning, but in 
the end of Trajan's reign, if not rather in the reign of A- 
drian a . He that would read more of the time of St. John's 
death, may confult Mr. Dodwell\ 

It is impoffible to fay any thing certain concerning the 
manner of St. John's death. Polycrates c fays, he died a 
martyr at Epbefus, as do fome other of the antients, viz. Chry* 
foftom d , and Theophyla& e , his conftant follower. Whether 
the later writers, who have aflerted St. John's martyrdom, 
were induced to that opinion, only by fuppofing that thofe 
words of Chrift, Matt. xx. 23. to John and James, implied 
their violent death, viz. Ye Jhall drink indeed of my cup, and 
be baptized with the baptifm that I am baptized with, &c. I 
(hall not determine. To me the fad feems probable, not 
only from the teftimony of Polycrates, but becaufe all the reft 
of the Apoftles did fuller martyrdom, and the text feems not 
obfeurely to imply it. • 

The miftaken judgment of the Apoftles, that John fhould 
never die, founded upon thofe words of our Saviour, John 
xxi. 21, &c. If I will that he tarry till I come, what is that t§ 
thee ? led many of the antients alfo into a perfuaiion, that St. 
John did never die. St. Auftin f has largely difcufled the 
queftion, and tells us of an opinion of fome, founded upGn 
lbme Apocryphal Scriptures, viz. That St. John in perfect 
health ordered his grave to be made, and then laid himfelf 
down in it, as in a bed, and died. Others fay, he did not 
then die, but only lay down aileep like a perfon dead ; and in 
this ftate of fleep, not death, he will continue till Chrift come: 
that he is not dead, fays he, they prove by the motion of the 
grave- duft, which is continually occafioned to boil and bubble 
by the motion of his.breaft. This opinion, fays St. Auftin, I 


• It being reafonable to fuppofe de Succeff. Rom.Epifc. c. 5. 

John, when he was called to the c Bpift. ad Viftor. apud Eufeb. 

work of the miniftry, was not un- Hilh Eccl. 1. 5. c. -24.. 

der the age of Chrift, i. e. not un- d Homil. 66. in Matth. 

der his thirtieth year, none under- e In Matth. xx. a^. 

taking that office earlier. f Tracl. 124. in Joann. 

b Addit. ad Pearfon. Diffcrt. 2. 

will 
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will not oppofe ; for I have been informed of the faA from 
grave and credible witnefles. Ifidore Hifpalenfis * relates die 
fame ftory, with feveral other particular circumftances, too 
trifling to be mentioned. Ephraim Theopolitanus, Bifhop 
of Antioch, about the year of Chrift, 510 b , endeavours to 
prove, that St. John never died, but was tranflated, as Enoch 
and Elijah. I will add no more, but that the fame opinion 
feems to have been received in the feveral fucceeding ages of 
Chriftianity. Georgius Trapezuntius, a learned writer, though 
late, has wrote five whole treatifes, which he dedicates to the 
Pope, with defign to prove that St. John never did die. I 
fhall think it fufficient to refer the reader to the ingenious 
traft c . Hence it came to pafs, that feveral impoftors have 
profeffed themfelves to be this ApofUe ; one particularly in 
the time of Martinus, about the year 400 d , and another in 
Queen Elizabeth's time, who was afterwards burnt at Thou- 
loufe in France, as we are told by Beza*. 


CHAP. XIV. 

St. John's Goftel wrote againft the Hereticks, viz. the Cerin- 
tbians and Ebionites, who dented our Saviour's Divinity ; as 
alfo to enlarge the Go/pel HiJIorj. It was wrote after the 
year of Qjrifi XCV1I. An Objection to this anfwered. 
Other mifcellaneous Remarks. 

CONCERNING St. John's Gofpel, whatever appears to 
me confiderable, I fhall lay down in the following ob- 

fervations. 


■ De vit. ct obit. Prophet, et p. 1*31. 

San&or. inter Orthodox. Vol. I. * Vid. Sew. Sulpit. <k vita 

P« 59* • Martin, inter Orthodbxogr. Vol. I. 

b Refyonf. adAnatol. Scholaft. p. 556. 

Quaeft. apud Phot. Cod. 229. * Annot. in Joann. xxi. 21* 

*■" Inter Orthodoxogr. Vol. II. 

I. St. 


cBAP.xsv. in writing bis GofpeL lit 

I. St. John feems to have had two particular defigns in the 
writing of his Gofpel, viz. the confuting of certain Hereticks, and 
fuppfying the JefeSfs of the hifiory of Chrift in the other Gofpels. 

1. St. John Wrote his Gofpel with the intent, or defign, of 
confuting certain Hereticks of that early age, who denied the 
divinity of our Saviour. This is largely attefted by the an- 
tients. Irenaeus tells us, " * That the Evangelift defigned by 
« his Gofpel to confute the errors, which Cerinthus had in* 
tt fiifed into the minds of the people, and had been infufed by 
44 thofe who were called Nicolaitans ; and to convince them, 

* that there was one God, who made all things by his Word, 
tt and not, as they imagined, one who was the Creator, and 
«« another who was the Father of the Lord (Jefus) j one 

* who was the Son of the Creator, and another who was 

* the Chrift, who continued impaffible, and defcended upon 

w Jefus the Son of the Creator, &c." Epiphanius proves, 

St John's Gofpel could not be written by Cerinthus, becaufe} 

it was wrote again/t him*. Jerome is moft particular, and 

informs us% " That when St. John was in Afia, where then 

" arofe the Herefies of Ebion and Cerinthus, and others, who 

" denied that Chrift was Come in the flefh, i. e. denied his di- 

C{ vine nature, whom he in his Epiftle calls Antichrifts, and 

" St. Paul frequently condemns in his Epiftles, he was forced 

"byalmoft all the Bifhops of Afia, and the deputations of 

<c many other churches, to write more plainly concerning the 

<l divinity of our Saviour, and to foar aloft in a difcourfe on 

u the Word, not more bold than happy." Whence we are 

told in Ecclefiaftical Hiftory, that when he was folicited by 

the brethren to write, he anfwered, he would not do it, unlefs 

a publick day of fading and prayer was appointed to implore 

God's affiftance j which being done, and the folemnity being 

honoured with a fatisfaSory revelation from God, he brok^ 

forth into thofe words, In the beginning was the Word, and 

the Word was God, &c. To the fame purpofe Auftin d faith, 

• Adv.Hxref. lib. 3. c. 11. See tlie fame. Catal. Vir. Illuftr. 

k Hseref. 51. §. 4- & «• ^ J° ann «. ^ A 

*• Pnefat. in Comment, in Matt. n Pr#t. in Traa. in Joann. 

this 
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this EvangeUjl wrote concerning the co-eternal divinity of 
Chrifi againjl the Here ticks ; and the fame Father has in fe- 
veral places obferved, that he above the reft of the Apoftles 
has affcrted Chrift's equality with the Father ; and while they 
are content to give an account of Chrift's miracles and moral 
precepts, he rather chofe to relate thofe things which pertained 
to our Saviour's divinity a . 

2. St. John wrote his Gofpel with intent to fupply the de- 
feels of our Saviour's hifiory in the other three Go/pels ; for 
whereas they (ay little of that part of our Saviour's life, which 
preceded the imprifonment of John the Bapti/l> he has inferr- 
ed it in his Gofpel. This is related by Eufebius*, Jerome % 
&c. though the author of the antient book of Hypotypofes* 
under the name of Clemens Alexandrinus d ,affigns this reafon 
fomewhat differently, viz. John obferving that in the other 
Gofpels r« «^*tm£«— hffaurai, i. e. The things pertaining to 
our Lord's human nature were wrote j he, infpired by the 
Holy Ghojly at the requeft of his friends, compofed vmvytarv&9 
$vayy&>o*, i. e. afpiritual Gofpel^ or an account of our Saviour 9 s 
divinity. To the fame purpofe we read in £ptphanius e , that 
the other Gofpels had fo fully related the affair of Chrift's in* 
carnation, and the things which he did as incarnate, that he 
judged it needlefs to write the fame, and therefore wrote his 
Gofpel againft Ebion, Cerinthus, Marcion, &c. who affirm* 
ed, that Chrift had no being before he was born of Mary. 

II. St. John's Gofpel feems to have been written about the 
year of Chrift, xevm. 


* Loc. cit. & deCcmfenf. Evang. 
1. i. c. 4. 

b Hift. Eccl. lib. 3. c. 24. See 
the place at large above' in this 
Part, in the previous Dijfertation. 

c AHam caufam hujus fcripturae 
fcrunt, quod quum legiffet Mat- 
thjei, Marci, et Lues volumina, 
probaverit quidem textum hlftoriae, 
et vera eos dixifte firmaverit, fed 
imius tantum anni (This *was a 
common, but unaccountable miftake 
of the antient s, that the three other 


Evangelffis relate only the biftory of 
Chrift for one year), in quo et pai- 
fus eft, poft carcercm Joannis hifto- 
riam texuifle. Praetermiflb itamie 
anno, cujus acta a tribus expemta 
fuerant, iu peri oris temporis, ante* 
quam Joannes clauderetur in car- 
cerem, gefta narravit. Catal. Vir. 
Illuftr. in Joann. 

d Apud Eufcb. Hift. Eccl. !. 6. 
c. 14. 

e Hasref. 51. §. ia. 

The 


chap. xiy. &. John wrote his Gofptl. i 1 g 

The moft anient Chriftians have fixed no time of its writ- 
ing. Irenaeus only faith, that it was wrote at Ephefus* dur- 
ing his abode there z ' t but whether it was before his banifti- 
meat from therjce by Dornitian to Patmos, or after, he faith 
not. It is upon many accounts moft probable, that it was 
written after his return. Epiphanius exprefsly aflerts, that he 
wrote it in his ninetieth year % after his return from Patmos ta 
Ephefus\ though I know not by what ftrange fort of miftake^ 
he makes it to have been in the reign of the Emperor Clau- 
dius, inftead of the reign of Nerva, or Trajan; between the 
firft of which and Claudius the^e intervened the reigns of 
feveo feveral Emperors, viz, Nero, Galba, Otho, Vitellius* 
Vefpafian, Titus, and Dornitian. It is plain therefore, St. 
John did not write his Gofpel before the reign of Nerva, i. e* 
not before {he year of Chrift, xcvu. for fooner. he could not 
return from Patmos ; but whether he wrote it in that year 
immediately after his return, or fome time, later, I fhall not 
enquire. This is, I think, the moft received opinion about 
the time of St. John's writing his Gofpel ; nor is there any 
confiderable difference between the later Fathers and Epipha- 
nius on this head* The author of the Martyrdom of Ti- 
mothy (if I underftand his words right), aflerts the fame as 
Epiphanius, viz. that he wrote it after his return from Pat- 
mos to Ephefus"; *qd fo does Ifidore Hifpalenfis d . Doro- 
theus differs only, in laying, that he wrote it during his exile- 

ftate in Patmos, and publifhed it afterwards by Gaius at 

*■» * • ...» ^^ 

Ephefus e ; and this is only one year's difference. There are, 
indeed fome manufcripts f , and later writers, as Theophylafl*, 
&c. who will have this Gofpel writUn much fooner ■, viz. aboutl 
the year of Chrift, lxv. viz. thirty two. years after our Sa- 
viour's afcenfion ; but the authority of thefe is fo fmall in 
refpe& of thofe above-mentioned, .that I need fay no more, 
had not Mr. Whifton fallen in with their opinion \ He of* 

* Joannes difcipulus Domini e- f Vid. Mill. inCalc. Joan. 
didit Evangtflium Epheii Afite com- » Praf. in Joan. 

morans. Adv. Hasref. lib. 3. c. 1. h EfTay on the Conftit. p. 19. 

b Loc.jamcit. See concerning the time of St» 

c Apud Phot. Cod. CCLIV. John's writing his Gofpel, Dallaeum 

d Inter Orthodoxogr. Vol. I. de Script. Dionyf. Areopag. &c. 

p- 598. 1. i. c. 16.— p. 102, &c. 

* InSynopf. 

Vol. III. I fers 
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fers indeed feveral radons for it, in which I cannot fee the 
leaft (hew of evidence : the bare propofing them would be a 
fufficient confutation of them. The moft confiderable of diem 
is the fourth, viz, that John, c. v. ver. 2. /peaks of the pool of 
Betbefda in the prefent tenfe, there is at Jerufalem, and Hot 
there was, which better agrees to the time he affigns (as he 
imagines) before the deftruftion of Jerufalem^ when that pool 
and porch were certainly in being, than to the time afterward^ 
when probably both were de/lroyed. Dr. Whitby % feveral 
years before Mr. Whifton, obferved and fubmitted (though 
at the expence of a contradiction to what he b feemed elfe* 
where to affert) to the force of this argument ; " If, fays he, 
* fri $, there is, be the true reading, as the confent of almoft 
H all the Greek copies argues 5 it feems to intimate that Jeru- 
" falem and this pool were then {landing, when St. John 
u wrote this Gofpel ; and therefore, that it was written, as 
u Theophylad and others fey, before the deftrudion of Jeru- 
** falem, and not, as the more antient Fathers thought, long 
« after. 

To this I anfwer ; 

( 1 . ) That unlefs John bad certainly known the deftru£Hoti 
of this particular place at Jerufalem, it was more proper for 
him to fpeak in the prefent'time,'** fuppofmg it ftill ftanding, 
than in the paft time, aflerting what he knew not. And in- 
deed, who can fuppofe that John, at the diftance which Ephefus 
was from Jerufalem, fliould be particularly informed of die 
deftru&ion of every particular place in the city ? 

-(2.) That in all probability tht pool was not filled up, but 
flill in the fame Jlate after the de/truftion of Jerufalem, as be- 
fore. Pools were of great fervice, and as it probably could 
anfwer no end for the conquerors to deftroyit, fo it would be 
a prodigious work to fill it up, efpecially if the accounts, which 
we have of the feveral ftreams that fed it, may be depended 
upon c . Add to this, that Tertullian d fays, this pool loft its 
^virtue after Chrift's time, undoubtedly referring to times after 

* Annot. in loc Enquiry prefixed to his Exercita- 

* Pref. to John. tions on John, ch. 5. 

* See Dr. t»ight&ot, Chorogr. 4 Adv. J ud. cap. 13., 

the 


chap. xtv. Mifcellaneous Remarks, if 5 

the deftruOtan of the city, which fuppofes the pool ftill Hand- 
ing; 

(3.) Suppofe the pool was deftroyed, and John to have 
known it, there is no impropriety in ufing the verb tr«, nothing 
tang more common among writers, than to ufe verbs in the 
preftnt tenfe to denote the preterperfcd tenfe. This is efpe* 
dally remarkable in, and obferved by all the criticks on, the 
New Teftament. See inftances in Glaffius, Gram. Sacr. 1. 3. 
Trad. 3. Can* 48. 

(4.) Several of die antient manufcripts and verfions read 
the verb in die paft time. (See Dr. Mill Annot. in loc.) and 
fo Nonnus paraphrafes the place, 

tip $$ TK f Mro&rrof if ivvtyu -CfrpeCaTi*? - 

III. St. John's Gofpel was tranflated into Hebrew. The 
credit of this depends upon what we read in Epiphanius, in 
the three fever al places referred to at the bottom of the page*. 

IV. St. John's Gofpel was admired by the Platonifts. A- 
melius b jwore y the Barbarian (fo the Grecians called all but 
thorafelves) was in the right in bis account of the Word, &c. 
and Auftin tells us, he was informed by Simplicianus y Bijhop of 
Milany that a certain Platonift faid y the beginning of St. 
John's Gofpel deferved to be written in letters of gold, and to 
be read in all publick aflemblies c . 

V. "The Jiyle of St John's Gofpel was judged by Dio- 
nyfius Alexandrinus d , to be elegant and pure in refpetf of the 
Greeks and the whole compofure to be beautiful in words and 
thoughts, without arty barbarifms, folecifms, or idiotifms in it % 
the author being endowed both with the advantage of learnings 
and words, or eloquence. Some of the moderns have very po- 
fitively determined otherwifej Grotius* and Dr. Cave f have 

* Hsref. 30. *. 3, 6, 12. d Apud Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. 1, 7. 

b Apud Eufeb. Prep. Evang. c. 25. 

lib. 11. p. 540. S^e Dr. Cave's * Annot. in Joan. Titui. 

Life of St.* John, J. 15. ' f Lib. cit. §. 16. # 

e De Civit. Dei,!ib. 10. c. 29. < - ; - ' mm 
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told us, one after the other, That bis Greek generally abounds 
with Syriacifms, his difcourfes many times abrupt, fet off with 
frequent antitbefes, connected with copulatives > paffagts often 
repeated^ things atfirjl more obftureif propounded, and which he 
is forced to enlighten with fubfeqwent explications^ words peculiar 
to him/elf, and phrafes ufed in an uncommon fenfe. How juft 
this is, I thall leave to the reader to determine, only adding a 
remark of Sixtus Senenfiss, That St. John had this peculi- 
arity in his ftyle, to make the lajl word of the former fintence y 
to be thefrft of the next\ 


CHAP. XV. 

St. John's Gofpel proved by fever al Argument's to be Canonical. 
An Objeclion againjl it refuted. It was not wrote by Ce- 
rintbus* 

THAT which remains farther, is to evidence the Ca- 
nonical authority of St. John's Gofpel, by the Propo- 
sitions which are laid down in the firft Part, viz. 

Arg. I. St. John's Gofpel is to be efteemed Canonical by 
Prop. IV. becaufe it is found in all the Catalogues of Sacred 
boo&Sy which we have among the writings of the primitive Chri- 
Jiians. See what is faid under this argument in treating of 
the preceding Gofpelsy and how it is in the Catalogue of 
Origen, Eufebius, Athanafius, Cyril, that of the council of 
Laodicea, Epiphanius, Gregory Nazianzen, Philaftrius, Je- 
rome, Ruffin, Auftin, that in the third council of Carthage, 
and in the books under the name of Dionyfius the Areopagite. 
Vol. I. Part I. Ch. VIII. 

• t • ■ 

* Bibl. Sana. lib. 6. Ani>ot. b See Vol.1, of fhfewOrk, Partly 

173. • Ch.XII. p. 8q. , * * 

Arg. 
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Arg. II. The Gofpel of St. John is Canonical/ bccaufe it 
is cited and appealed to as Scripture, in the writings of the pri- 
mitive Chrifiians, by Prop. V. 

I Avail here, as in treating of die former books, fhew the 
feveral places of thofe antient authors, who have cited this 
Gofpel. It is cited; 

I. By Clemens Romanus* 
I find but one place in his Epiftlcs, wherein he appears to 
have cited St. John, viz. Epift. I. §. 49. he manifeftly ufes 
thofe words of this Gofpel, Ch. x. 15. 

II. By Barnabas* 

The author of this Epiftle feems plainly to have made ufe 
of this Gofpel, Ch. VII. for he there not only mentions the 
circumftance of our Saviour's being pierced at his crucifixion, 
which is related only by St. John, (xix. 34.) but manifeftly 
applies that prophecy, Zech. xii. 10. And they Jhall look upon 
me whom they have pierced^ to this circumftance of Chrift's 
paflion ; as St. John alfo does, ver. 37. What ftrengthens 
and feems to render this evidence undeniable is, that the au- 
thor cannot be foppofcd to have thus applied the prophecy 
from his, own reading of it in the prophet; for be, not being a 
Jew, underftood not the. Hebrew, but muft be fuppofed to 
have cited (as he ufually does) out of the LXX. Verfion. 
Now the LXX. have rendered this place very different from 
the Hebrew, and that through a blunder or miftake in their 
reading, confounding "? with n and 1 with T in one and the 
ferae .word, reading, viz. Mp-) inftead of npT, and fo tranftat- 
ing xaTtf#o><«wTo, they infulted, inftead of ifaipTvicrav, they pierced-, 
as St. John following the Hebrew does rightly tranflate. This 
obfervation of the LXX/s miftake, was firft made by Je- 
rome % and after him by Erafmus, Beza, Lightfoot, Ham- 
mond, 


1 Ad Pammach. de optimo Ge- where inftead of the Hebrew words, 

nere Interpret, c. 3. Anmftanceofa . 

likemiftake committed by the LXX. an * ™* 'W]* »• e - that 
the learned may obferve, Amos ix. 1 2 . ^ ma jpoJfefs the remnant ofEdom, 
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mond, and other critics on John xix. 37. Hence it is plain, 
that the author of this Epiftle did certainly ufe St. John's Got 
pel ; and what is farther remarkable to my purpofe, ufes the 
very fame verb a . I am fenfible indeed, that fome of the old 
Greek copies have thefe words, as St. John; but it is plain 
from Jerome, that it was not fo in the old LXX. and if it was 
fo in the Veriions of Aquila, Symmachus, or Theodotion, 
thefe were made after the time, in which the author of this 
Epiftle is fuppofed to have wrote. 

III. By Ignatius. 

St. John's Go/pel. The leffir Epiflks of Igna- 

tius. .. 

j Ch. v. 19, 30. and viii« 28. 1 Eptft. ad Magnef. ch. vii. . 

2 Ch. i. 1, &c. 2 — — ch. via. 

3 Ch. xii. 31. xiv. 30. xvi. 3 — — ad Roman. ch« vii. 
11. viz. the title given Sa- *AfxP* ™ «**»•* T * w# 

tan, The prince of this 
world* 


1 Ch. i. i, &c. 


IV% By Justin Martyr. 

St. John's Gofpel Justin Martyr's Works. 

1 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. 
p. 284, 285. 

2 Apolog. 2* pro Chrift. 
p. 74. 

3 Apolog. p. 94. 

4 Dialog, cum Tryph." Jud. 
p. 322. 

5 Dialog, p. 329. 


% 14. 

3 Ch. iii. 3. 
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the LXX. read £3TK &r C3i*W 
and TitTlT for -Wl* i. e. that tie 

■ • • * 

refidue of men might feek the Lord. 
. This is the more coofiderable, be- 


caufe the LXX. are followed in this 
translation by St. James, in his in- 
fpired difcourfe, Afts xv. 17. 

* St. John's word is I |f «t mj<rar, 
and Barnabas' s xaTa.xt>rio'(»ms. 

V* By 
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V. By Theophilus Antiochenus. 
In his fecond book to Autolycus^ he cites John i. 1, 2, &c. 

and introduces it thus, At3acr*y<r»> tyt«( a> ayiai yfatfaij xat wctmq 

et nrrtvfxaToQofoi) i{ up 'ivMms **y*» &c. i. e. So the holy Scrtp» 
tures teach, and all the infpired writers, among whom is John % 
Who faith, In the beginning was the word, &c. 

VI. By Iren jevs. 

' I have obferved above, treating of St. Matthew's Gofpel, 
that Feuardentius, at the end of his edition of this Father, has 
made with great exa&nefs an index of moft of the citations, 
made by Irenseus from St. Matthew. The fame is to be faid 
of his index of St. John, in which though he has not collected 
all, yet he has moft of, the references made to it. I have exa- 
mined all thofe, and obferved feveral others, and dare affirm, 
that Irenseus has appealed to, or cited this Gofpel, in above 
one hundred and twenty feveral places. It would be needlefs 
to tranfcribe them. I {hall fele£t only thofe places, where St* 
John's Gofpel is referred to by name, viz. 

1 John i. 1, &c. Adv. Haeref. lib. 1. c. 1. lib. 2. c. 2. 

lib. 3. c. 11. &c. lib. 5. c. 18. lib. 3. c. 8. lib. 3. 
c. 18, &c. / 

2 John iv. 6. lib. 3. c. 32. 

3 v. 39. lib. 4, c. 23. 

4, , n 46. lib. 4. c. 3. 

5 xiii. 25. lib. 3. c. 1. 

6 v xx. 31. lib. 3. c. 18. 

I will only obferve farther from this antient Father, that he 
feveral times cites this Gofpel under die exprefs and diftin- 
guifliing name of Scripture, or the Scripture ; fo for 
inftance, citing John i. 3. (lib. i. cap. 19.) he introduces 
it thus, §>uemadmodum Scriptura didt 9 u e. As the Scrip- 
ture smth. * Again, citing John xiv. 6. (lib. 3. c. 5.) 

* Though the words do indeed evident they are alio to be referred 
introduce another text, yet it ic to this. 

1 4 he 
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he fays, he takes his proof ex Scripturis, i. e.frvm the Scrip- 
tuns.. 

VII. By Clemens Alexandrinus. 

The editor of the Paris edition of this Father's works, has 
prefixed a collection of above thirty places, which are cited, 
as he fays, by Clemens out of St. John's Gofpel ; but, as I have 
above obferved on St. Matthew, his collection is in fo many 
refpeds inaccurate, falfe, and defective, that as I could not 
depend upon it rnyfelf, fo neither could I refer the reader to it. 
I have therefore made the following collection, which is juft* 
and may be fafely depended upon* 

A Colledion of the places of St, John's Gofpel, cited by Clemens 

Alexandrinus* 

St. John's Gofpel. The Works of Clemens 

Alexandrinus. 

m 

1 Chap, i. i. i Admonit. ad Gentes p. 5, 

et Paedagog. lib. 1. c. viii. 
p. 113. 

2 ■ ■ 3, 2 Paedagog. lib. 3. c. 5. p. 

233. Stromat. lib. 1. 

p. 292. et lib* 6. p. 662. 

2 12. 3 Stromat. lib. 4. p. 484. 

4. ■ 14. 4 Paedagog. lib. 1. c. 3. p. 

83. et Stromat. lib. 5. 

P- 553- 

5 ■ 16. s Stromat. lib. 1. p. 312. 

6 , , , , 17. 6 Paedagog. lib* 1. C. 7. p* 

112. 
j 18. 7 Stroma^, lib. 5. p. 587. 

g .*— . 27. 8 -r. P- 573 

9 , 29. 9 .f?edag9g. lib. 1. c* 5. p, 

91, 92. . 


A 
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10 Ch. ii. 7. 10 Paedagog. lib. 2. c. 2. p. 

• J 56. 
n Ch. iii. 6. 11 Stromat- lib. 3. £-462. 

12 Chap, 
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St. John's Go/pel. The Works ef Clemens 

Alexandrinus. 

12 Chap. iii. 16. 12 Paedagog. lib, 1. c. 6. p. 

94. et Strom, lib. 5. 

p. 59*; 

13 , . ig # ' "13 Admonit. ad Gentes, p. 

63. 
H Ch. iv. 6. 14 Paedagog. lib. 1. c. 9. p. 

126. 

15 ., *i % 15 Paedagog. lib. 2. c. 3. p. 

161. 

16 — -~- 32. 16 Paedagog. lib. I. c. 6. p. 

104. 

17 Ch.v. 24. 17 Paedagog. c 6. p. 93. 

18 Ch. vi. 27. 18 Stromat. lib. 1. p. 272. 

Stromat. lib. 3. p. 463, 
1 g ■ 32. 19 Paedagog. lib. 1. c. 6. p. 

104. 
20 i. 36. 20 Stromat. lib. 4. p. 542. 

li — 39. 21 Paedagog. lib. 1. c. 6. p. 

94. 

22 « 51. 22 Paedagog. c. 6. p. 100— 

102. 

23 Ch. vii. 16. 23 Stromat. lib. 1. p. 312. 
24 18L 24 Ibid. 

25 ■ 33. 25 Stromat. lib. 4. p. 468. 

Stromat. lib, 6. p. 666; 

26 Ch.viii. 24. 26 Stromat. lib. 5. p. 591, 

27 — ^_ 34, 35, 27 — — lib. 2. p. 368. 

28 — , ■ 44. 28 ■ • lib. 1. p. 311. ' 

29 Ch. x. 1. 29 — — — lib. 5. p. 590. 

30 -*■ . . .7, 9. 30 Admonit. ad Gentes, p, 8. 

31 * g. 31 Stromat. lib. 1* p% 309. . 

32 *■ ...n, 32 Paedagog. Kb. I. c. ,7. p. 

io8. Paedagog. <u 9.- {*. 
126. Paedagog.- c. 11. p. 

133- ' 

■*m" - ... 

33 Chap. 
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St. John's G$//. Tir Works of Clemens 

v Albxandrinus. 

33 Chap.xh 43. 33 Paedagog. lib. 1. c. $. p. 

81. 

34 Ch. xiii. 5,&c. 34 Paedagog. lib. 2. c. 3. p. 

161. 

35 Ch. xiv. 6. 35 Stromat. lib. 1. p. 285. 

Stromat. lib. 5. p. 553. 

36 Ch. xv. x» 36 Paedagog. lib. 1. c 8. p. 

• 115. Stromat. lib. 1. 

p. 291. 

37 — — 11, 12. 37 Stromat. lib. 2. p. 391. 

38 Ch. xvi. 27. 38 Paedagog. lib. I. cap. 3. 

p. 82. 

39 Ch. xvii. 23. 39 Ibid. 

40 — — 21 — 27. 40 Paedagog. lib. 1. c. 8. p. 

117, 118. 

41 Ch. xx. 29. 41 Stromat. lib. 2. p. 362. 

42 Ch.xxi. 9,&c. 42 Paedagog. lib. 2. cap. 1. 

p. 147- 

By all that is above (aid, it is undeniably evident, that this 
Gofpel of St. John was appealed to as Scripture, in the writ- 
ings of the firft and moft early Christians. The matter is fo 
clear, and the citations fo numerous in the writings of Tertul- 
lian, Origen, Jerome, Auftin, &c. that I thought it needlefs 
to colle& them. 

Arg. III. The Gofpel of St. John is of Canonical autho- 
rity by Prop. VI* becaufe it was road as Scripture in the of- 
femblios or the thurohoo of the primitive Chrijiians. Not. to 
repeat what I have above £ud, for the proof of this I »uft re- 
fer the reader to Vol. I. Part L Ch. X- of this work, and 
what is faid above, concerning the reading of St. Matthew's 
Gofpel, in this Part, Chap. III. 

Arg. IV. The Gofpel of St. John is of Canonical autho- 
rity* by Prop. XV. becaufe it was efteen&i as fuch by the 

churches 
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churches of Syria in or near the Apoflles' timey and accordingly 
placed by them among their colleclion of f acred books. 

All the objedHon, which has been made againft the authority 
of this Gofpel, is, that it was not written by St. John^ but a 
noted Hereticky Cerinthusy who was cotemporary with St. 
John. This was firft aflerted by die Hereticks, whom Epi- 
phanius calls 'AAoyoi, Alogiansy becaufe they did not believe the 
ftlyo; , or wora\ fpoken of in the firft chapter of the Gofpel ; 
(fee Epiphan. Haeref. 51. §. 1, 2, 3.) Nor do I know, that 
any of the antient Hereticks befides thefe were of this opinion* 
Sixtus Senenfis* and Father Simon b tell us, the Theodotians, 
or followers of Theodotus Byzantius, followed the Alogtans 
herein ; but I believe thefe two learned writers were led into 
this miftake by a too hafty reading of the words of Epipha- 
nius, (Haeref. 51. §. 1.) where this is not aflerted of the 
Theodotians. Mr. Toland indeed, has infinuated this ob- 
jection againft the credit of St. John's Gofpel c ; but it is eafy 
to anfwer him and his brethren the Alogi. 

1. That the Gofpel is direclly contrary to thedoclrines of Ce- 
rintbus. He taught, mat Chrift was in all refpecls a mere 
many 4>»*©c atfywro;, born as other men. This Gofpel evi- 
dently ajferts the contrary. How can it be (fays Epiphanius, 
§. 4.) that thofe things Jbould be wrote by Cerinthus y which 
are direclly contrary to Cerintbus ? See this argument farther 
purfued, and well managed, by that Father in the place cited. 

2. The antient writers aflure us, that this Gofpel was writ- 
ten by St. Johny with the particular intention of confuting the 
berefy of Cerinthus. So Irenseus*, Epiphanius e , Jerome f , 
&c. See this proved above, Ch. XIV. in the beginning. 

3. Befides thefe filly and late Hereticks, the Alogians, all 
the Cbriftians do unanimeufly ajcribe it to St. John, I call 
them late, becaufe, according to Epiphanius, (Her. 51. §. 
I.) they did not arife till after the Montanifts, i. e. not till 

* BiMioth. Sanft. L7.de Evang. d Adv. Hcref. lib. 3. c. *r. 

Joan. Haeref. e Haeref. 51. §. 4. & 12. 

b Critic. Hift. of the New Teft. f Praefat. in Comment, in Matt. 

Part 1. ch. 13. p. 117. &Catal.Vir. Hluftr. in Js> an. 


f Amyntor, p. 6j* 


after 
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after the latter end of the fecond century* The fathers wha 
have afcribed this Gofpel to St. John, as its author, are 
above cited in the preceding Chapter ; to which I add, that in 
the Hypotypofesy under the name of Clemens Alexandrinus a , 
the author ftiles him ojuvpam ^o^Wft : i. e. infpired by the 
Holy Gho/i in writing his Gofpel \ and Orjgen b fays, this 
Gofpel was received as his, among the d»*rriffnr» » t* vvl w 
wpeuw ixxXjjcrwt r£f Gi3 : i. e. the books which were admitted by 
all the churches in the world. He who has a mind, may fee 
more in anfwer to the opinion of Cerinthus being the author 
of St. John's Gofpel, in Epiphanius, Sixtus Senenfis, and 
Father Simon, in the places already cited ; and befides thefe, 
in the two anfwers of Mr. Nye c , and Mr. Richardfon*; to 
Amyntor, and Dr. Whitby's preface to his Annotations upon 
this Gofpel. « 

As to the portions of this Gofpel, which are fuppofed not to 
be written by John, viz. the hiftory of the adulterous woman, 
ch. viii. and the whole laft chapter of the Gofpel ; I have no 
more to fay, than that concerning the former I have faid fome~ 
what, Vol. I. Part I. Ch. XVIIL p. in. and the latter is 
only a conjecture of Grotius c , without any folid foundation ; 
as is well judged by the French critics, Father Simon f and 
Du Pin 2; and after them, by Dr. Mill, Prolegom. in Nov, 
Teft. §. 249. 


* Apud Enfeb. kift. Ecci. 1. 6. <* Canon Vindicated, p. 73. 
c. 14.. c Annot. in Joan. xx. 30. 

b Expofif. in Matt. lib. j. apud f Crit. Hift. New Teft. Ioc. cit. 

Etifeb. HiiLE^clef. lib. 6; c. 25. '„ e Hift. of the Canon of the New 

* . Defence of the Canon, p. % 1 . Te£. Ydl.ii, c, ». h* 6« 
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CHAP. XVI. 

St. Lute was the Author of the Acls of tht Apoftles. This 
proved from many TeJUmonies of the antient Fathers. Am 
Ohjeelion from\the Synopfis, under the Name of Athanafius, 
refuted. The A&s contain the Hiftory of the Chriftian 
Church for the Space of twenty-eight Tears. The Time of 
St. Luke's writing the Ads difcovered. Whether he went 
to Alexandria ? The Acls were foon tranjlated into Hebrew. 

* 

I. QT. Luke, the author of the Gofpel under that name, . 
O was alfo the author of the book intitled, The Acts of 
the Apostles. This is apparent from the conftant tefti- 
monyof all antiquity, the matter being never once queftioned 
by any of the Catholick Church. I (hall mention only thofe 
which are moft antient. 

1. Iremeus has in feveral places afcrihed this Hijjory to 
St. Luke, as its author 5 for inftance, citing the Hiftory, A€t$ 
viii. 9. he introduces it thus : Luke, the difciple and follower, 
of the Apoftles, fays thus, A certain man, named Simon ■ ; in 
another place Yciting Afts xv. 39, &c. he faith, Luke was the 
infeparable companion and fellow-labourer of Paul, and wrote 
thus, viz. concerning the contention of Paul and Barnabas ; 
and then proceeds largely to prove, that St. Luke was the 
conftant companion of St. Paul, becaufe in the A&s, Chap. 
xVi. jo, if, 12, 16, 17, and. Chap, xx, xxi. and xxvii. he 
fpeaks in ihefrfi perfon plural, " we- endeavoured, WE came, 
" we went, we fate down, and we fpake, &c." all which 
ptoses,, that Irena&us looked \*pon Luke as the undoubted au- 
thor of this book. The fame he proves from feveral places of 
St. Paul's Epiftles (viz. 2 Tim. iv. 11. Col. iv. 14.) and 
concludes from the whofe St. Luke' $ fitnefs for writing a juji 

* Difcipulus et fe&ator Apofto- mon, &c. adv. H«ref. lib. i. c. 20. 
torumaitj Vir quidam, nomine Si- * Adv. Haeief. lib. 3. c. x+. 

and 
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and true biftory. In another place » he {hews, that fit. Luke's 
Afts of the Apoftles ought to be equally received with bis Gof* 
pel i for that in them be has carefully delivered to us the truthy 
and given us a Jure rule for fafoation, be. Again, lib. 3. 
c. 13. he obferves, that St. Pants account^ GaL ii. 1. of the 
time when he went to Jerufelem, exaclly agrees with Luke 9 * 
account in the Afts. Laftly, this Father, citing part of Ste- 
phen's fpeech, A&s vii. introduces it thus, So Luke writes, 
&c b . 

V 

2. Clemens Alexandrinus % citing PauPs fpeech *at Athens, 
A&s xvii. 22* &c introduces it. So Luke in the Acls of the 
Apoftles relates that Paul/aid; &c. 

3. The Author of the Hypotypofes, under the name of 
Clemens Alexandrinus d , fpeaking of the Epiflle to the Ht- 
brewS) fays it was tranflated out of its original Hebrew, in 
which it was written by Paul, into Greek by Luke; whence, 
fays he, we may obfefve, that there is a great likenefs in the 

fiyle of that Epiftle^ and the Acls of the Apoftles ; from whence 
it is manifeft, this author efteemed Luke the author of the Ads 
of the Apoftles* 

4. Tertullian cites feveral places out of the Acls of the Apo- 
ftles. which he calls Commentarius Luc* y i. e. the Commentary 

of Luke % 

5. Origen afcribes the Acls of the Apoftles to Luke f . 

6. Eufebius faith, Luke has left us two infpired VQlum*s>yiz. 
the Gofpel and the Acls e. 


* Adv. Hsfcref, lib. 3. c. 15. 

b Lucas Stephanum fie dixiifc 
f cr ipfit. Adv. Haeref. lib. 4. c. 29. 

c Keel a Aot/xa? t» t«?jt Ify«|r- 
&% ruf avoroPun omenp.mpjm{>n tw 
Uavko* ta'yorr*. Strom, lib. 5. 

d "oS** to*» avvlf yjprt* tvper- 


Apod Buteb. Hift. Bed. lib. 6. 
c. 14. 

e Lib. de jejun, adverf. Pfych. 
cap. io. 

f Aovxot? a y%<xfy*$ to 'Evcvyyi- 
Xiov, x«» rag Xloa^Hf. Apud Eufeb. 
Hift. Ecclef. lib. 6. c. 25. Itmay 
indeed be queftioned, whether thefe 
are the words of Origen, or Eufe-, 
bius himlelf. 

e Hiit. Ecclef. lib. 3. c. 4. 

7. Jerome 
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* ' 

7. Jerome alio- exprefcly afferts the Acts to be the tomp$~ 
fare of Luke*. 

8. Several antient manujcript Greek copies have the name of 
St. Luke prefixed to this Hiftory (Si moo. Crit Hift. of the 
New Teft. Part I. c. 14.) ; as alio hath the old Syriack Ver- 
fion, which feems in this cafe to have fome weight, as agreeing 
with all antiquity* 

From all this teftimony my propofition is abundantly evi- 
dent i nor have I met with any thing which can be objected 
hereto, unlefs that it be made an objection, which we read in 
the author of the Synopjis Scripturarum y under the name of 
Athanafius, viz. that Peter diclated the Acls of the ApoftUs^ 
but Luke wrote them b ; but it is eafy to reply ; 

1. That one Jingle teftimony is not to be credited againjl the 
univerfal concurrence of antiquity. 

2. It is very evident, that Luke wrote the greateft part of 
this book of his own knowledge , and fo had no need of any one 
to dictate to him. And hence Eufebius fays, he wrote the 
Acls not from tradition , or hearfay^ but as what hefaw and 
heard c ; and Jerome exprefsly d , he wrote the Acls from what 
himfelffaw. Betides, as Luke was the conftant companion 
of Paul, he was more capable of writing bis hiftory, which is 
the greateft part of the book, than Peter could be. 

II. The Acls of the Apo/lles, written by St. Luke, contain 
the hi/lory of the infant ft ate of the Chrifiian Churchy for the 
/pace of about twenty-eight years. He begins this Hiftory 
tohere his Gofpel-hiftory ended, viz. with an account of our 
Saviour's afcenfion, and what followed in the Church after- 
wards. He ends his Hiftory with the relation of Paul's being 
brought to Rome, and his abode there for the fpace of two 
years (xxviii. 30, 31.) Hence the truth of the propofition 
will be clearly evinced j for, whereas our Saviour afcended in 

• Catalog, viror. ilfoftr. in Jo- cvny^aro l\ owto* Aot/xa?. 

an. ^ Vid. Synopl*. 

b Ta* IIp!«i? ?w dtroro>.a)v , <• Loc. cit. 

vvTfyoftvcrt fA.99 fliTfO- 5 aVof tfXos* * A&a aportolomm, ficut vide- 

rat, compoiiut. Loc. cit. 

the 
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the year from his birth 339 and St. Paul went to Rome in the 

fourth or fifth year of Nero's reign, i. e. in the year of Chrift 
58, or rather 59; if we add to this number the two years of 
his abode there, with which account die hiftory of the A&s is 
concluded, it will produce the year 6 J, which from the year 
33, makes juft twenty-eight years. 

There is indeed the difference of two years between the 
above account, and that of Bifhop Pearfon *, Spanheim b , Dr. 
Mill c , and fome others ; but as the difference is fo fmall, and 
my account is conformable to the common chronology of 
Chriftianity, I (hall fay no more. 

Coholl. Hence we fee near to what time this Hijlory of 
the Acls was written^ viz. either in the year of Chrifi 62, or* 
not long after. It being altogether probable, that St. Luke 
would not defer his writing long after his departure from St. 
Paul ; which feems to have been now, when the Apoftle was 
fet at liberty from his confinement at Rome. I have above 
obferved (Chap. XL), treating of St. Luke's Gofpel, that St; 
Luke continued at Rome after St. Paul went thence; and there 
it is probable, he wrote very foon both his Gofpel and Acls. 
That he wrote them both in the fame year feems very pro- 
bable, as it is certain that one of them is only to be looked 
upon as the fecond part, or continuation of the other. Dr. 
Grabe d , to ferve a particular defign, and after him Dr. Mill % 
fuppofe St. Luke to have gone, immediately upon his parting 
from St. Paul, into Egypt, and there at Alexandria to have 
publiflied both his Gofpel and Acts of the Apoftles, A. d. 64. 
"The foundation of this opinion is partly the aflertion of it in the 
title of the Syriack Verfion, and partly the credit of the. Con- 
stitutions of the Apoftles, in which it is faid, that Luke ordained 
Avilius, fecond Bifhop of Alexandria (lib. 7. c. 46.); but 
neither of thefe are of any weight, the titles and epigraphs of 


* Annal. Paulin. p. 18. d Spiciltg. Patr. torn. 1. p. 32, 

• Hiftor. Chrilt. Stcul. I. §. 6. 33- 

c Prultgoni. in Nov.Tcft. §. 1 zi . e Prolegom. in Nov.Teft. §. 114, 

eti2i. 

this 
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thi9 Verfiort not being of very certain authority, and the Con- 
ftitutions of the Apoftles of much lefs,. or none at alL 

III. The Acls of the Apojlles feem to have been very early 
tranflated out of Greek into Hebrew. This, Epiphanius tells 
iis % he had by information from feveral Jews, and, afterwards h , 
that one Jofephus found a copy of the Adfcs in Hebrew in the 
Jewitti archives at Tiberias. 


CHAP. XVIL 

The Acls of the ApoJUes proved to he Canonical by various Ar- 
guments* A Mijiake offome learned Men correfted j viz. 
that the Acls were not fo much known or regarded^ as the 
other Books of the New Tejlament. A PaJJage of a Book 
under the Name of Chryfoftom to this Purpoje^ largely confi- 
dered* Who among the antient Hereticks rejecled the Acls. 

Arg. I. CfHE Acls of the Apojlles are of Canonical autho- 
rity by Prop. IV. becaufe it is found in all the 
catalogues of facred books, which we have in the writings of 
the primitive Chriftians. See Vol. I. Part I. Ch. VI1L 

Arg. II. The Acls of the Apojlles are of Canonical autho- 
rity, becaufe they are cited and appealed to as Scripture, in the 
writings of the primitive Chriftians, by Prop. V. as will appear 
from the following inftances. 

The Acls of the Apojlles are cited, 

I. By Clemens &omanus, Epift. I. ad Corinth. 

Ch. II. He cites the words, which are A&s xx. 35. 
Ch. XVIII. He certainly made ufe of and appears to have 
ready Acls xiii. 22. For, whereas Paul in that place manifeftly 

* Hwef. 30; Ebionit. §. 3. b Ibid. §. 6. et $. i«. 

Vol. III. K cites 
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cites Pfalm Ixxxix. 20. and makes an addition or paraphrafe in 
the citation, inferting thofe words %»ra w xaftw pa, which 
are not in the Pfalm, Clemens citing the fame Pfalm has in- 
ferted Paul's addition. Nor is there any room to object, that 
perhaps they both cited according to the Septuagint j for there 
are no fuch words in any of the copies of the Septuagint, nor 
any various reading like it to be found. 

II. By Polycarp, Epijl. ad Philipp. 

Ch. I. He cites thofe words of Peter's fpeech, which arc 
recorded, Ads ii. 24. 

III. By Justin Martyr. 

Cohort, ad Grac. p. 11. he cites A£ts vii. 22. viz. that Mo- 
fes was learned in all the wifdom of the Egyptians. And as 
Juftin could not gather this out of the book of Exodus, fo 
among other reafons it is certain he did not, becaufe he cites 
thofe whom he calls a^uraro% rut tro^oy^dpuv, thofe excellent 
hiftorians, who wrote Mofes's life and actions ; which cannot 
refer to the Pentateuch. 

In the book under Juftin's name, undoubtedly antient, the 
Acts are often referred to ; e. g. Expofit. Fidei dereft. Con- 
fef. p. 375. reference is made to A<3s ix. 15. and Quaeft. et 
Refponf. ad Orthodox, which perhaps is partly Juftin's, it is 
often, cited, viz. Ads i. 7. Quaeft. 112. iv. 18. Refponf. ad 
Quaeft. 24. et Refponf. ad Quaeft. 108. vii. 22. Quaeft. 25. 
x. per tot. Quaeft. 89. xxiii. 3. Quaeft. 125. and many other 
places. 

IV. By Ireimbus. 

TI)is Father has often appealed to thefe Acls of St. Luke: I 

have made the following collecHon. 

The Acls of the Apo/lles. The Works oflREHJEVS. 

1 Chap. i. 7. 1 Lib. I. adv. Haeref. c, 33. 

2 8. 2 lb. 3. c.i. 

3 — l6 > J 7- 3 12. 

4 ■■ 20. 4 12. et Lib. 1. 

.The 
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Tb$ J3$ of the ApoftUu The Works o/Ikzhmvs. 

5 Ch. ii. 15, 16, 17, 22, 5 Lib. 3. c. 12.' 
29. 

6 41- 6 lb. 4. c. 40. 

7 Ch. iii. 6, 7, 8, 12. 7 lb. 3. c. 12. 

8 Ch. iv. 8, 9, 24, 31, 33. 8 lb. p. 264. 
9 32. 9 lb. 1. c. 3. 

10 Ch. v. 30, 42. io lb. 3. c. 12. 

11 Ch. vii. 2 — 7. 11 lb. 

N. B. Here be calls this 
book Scripture feveral 
times. 

12 Ch, vii. 38, 39, 40. I2 Lib. 29. 

Here Luke is named. 

13 56, &c. 13 lb. 3. c. 12. 

14 Ch. viii. 9. 14 lb. 1. c. 20. 

Here Luke is named alfo y 
and called a Difciple and 
companion of tbe ApojHes. 
*5 • 17. 15 lb. 4. c. 75. 

j 6 . 20, &c. 16 lb. 1. 20. 

*7 * 3°> &c. 17 lb. 4. c. 40. et Lib. 3. 

c. 12. 

18 33, 37. 18 lb. 

19 Ch. ix. 4, 5, &c. 19 lb. 

20 4, 5, 15, 16. 20 lb. 3. c. 15. 

Here Irenaus argues for 
tbe credit of Luke and 
his Acls. 

21 20 - 21 lb. 3. c. 12. 

22 Ch. x. i, &c. 25. 22 lb. 

2 3 28. 23 It J 

2 + 35> 37- 24 lb. 

25 Ch. xiv. 15. 25 j b 

26 Ch. xv. 7, &c. 26 Ib ' # 

2 7 23, &c. 2; i b# 

28 Ch.xvi. 9 ,.&c. 28 Ib#3# C#I+- 

7£/> wAtf/* chapter is taken 
K 2 ^ 
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The Acls of the Apiftles. The Works oflnzuxv*. 

up in afferting the credit 

of St. Luke^ and the ufe- 

fulnefs of his writings. 

29 Hi 

3 c> 14. 


29 Ch. xvii. 24 — 31. 

30 Ch- xx. 6. 


V. By Clemepjs Alexandrines 
Tie Ms of the Apojlles* 


1 Ch. vi. 2. 

2 Ch. x. 11 — r6. 

3 34> 35- 

4 Ch. xv. 28, &c. 


5 Ch. xvii. 22, &c. 


24, &c. 


7 Ch. xxvi. 17, &c. 


The Works of CLEMENS 

Alexandrinus. 

1 Paedagog. lib. 2. c. 7. p. 

172, 

2 lib. 2. c. I. p. 149. 

3 Stromal lib. 6. p. 646* 

4 Paedagog. lib, 2. c* 7. p. 

172. et Strom, lib. 4. 
p. 512. 

5 Stromat. lib. 5. p. 588. 
Here Luke is cited by name 

as the author of the Ads. 

6 p. 584. 

See thisfpeech of Paul, alfo 
Strom, lib* I. p. 314, 

3 J 5- 

7 lb. 


VI. By Tertullian. 

He makes very numerous appeals to, and citations From, 
thefe Ads ; it would be tedious to colledt them all j I choofe 
rather to obierve, that this Father cites it under the exprefs 
name of Scripture : which part of Scripture , fays he, they who 
do not receive, mufl deny the defcent of the Holy Ghofl^ and he ig- 
norant of the infant Jiate of the Chrijlian Church a . In like 

X 

* Quam Scripturam qui non re- &c. Dc Praefcript. adv. Haeretic. 
cipiunt, nee Spiritum SanAumpof- cap. 22. 
l'unt agnofcere, difcentibus miflum, 

manner 
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manner be calls it Scripture in another place % difputes againft 
the Marcionites, and condemns them for reje&ing the A£ts, 
proving their truth and genuinenefs by the teftimonies of St. 
Paul in his Epiftles, and in another place b exprefsly calls 
it the compofure of Luke. I will not tire the reader with any 
more collections of the Fathers' appeals to thefe Afts. The 
later Fathers cite them continually, as the only aiuhentick his- 
tory they had, of the primitive ftaie of the church. I pro- 
ceed; 

Arg. III. The A&s of the Apoftles are Canonical, becaufe 
they were read as Scripture in the churches or ajfemblies of the 
Chriftians in the firjl ages, by Prop. VI. For the evidence of 
this, it will be fufficientto confult Vol. I. Part I. Ch, X. and 
what is above fa id, concerning the reading of St. Matthew's 
Qpfpel, in this Part, Ch. Ill, 

Coroll. I. From this and the preceding arguments, it is 
evident, that feveral learned men are very grofsly mtftaken y who 
conclude, that the A&s of the Apoftles were lefs known^ left 
ready and lefs regarded in the jirft centuries ^ than the other books 
of the New Teftament. The foundation of their opinion is a 
paffage in the Prolegomena upon the Acls y under the name of 
Chryfoftom % which begins thus : This book is not fo much as 
known to many ; they know neither the book^ nor by whom it 
was written. Hence thofe, who always labour to leffen the cre- 
dit of the Canon, have drawn fine conclufions, 

I. Father Simon d concludes hence, that the Go/pels and the 
Epiftles of St. Paul were then (viz. in Chryfoftom 's time, 
i. e. in the fifth century) only accounted to belong to the New 
Teftament : perhaps^ fays he, none but thcfe two works^ were 
read in the churches in thofe primitive ages. 

1 Scripturam Aftorum Apofto- ©' T » yve i^p | n >, Srt avn, £ri o 
Jorum coufu-mat. Adv. Marcism. ^ a? a fa nk ) ffl ^^ Vid, 

* r *' ** ' r t k a Mill. Praef. in Aft. p. 254. • 

t :..« „ 1 r> Critic. Hut. 01 the M. T. 

Jcjuu. adv riven, cap. xo. « » 

Ubfaotf TbiQ to pt»A»&r HO 
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2. Dr. Mill 4 , after having faid the Gofpeis were fooh 
fprcad into every one's hands, adds, w The cafe was not fo 
" with the other books of the New Teftament ; for the books 
«« of the A6h being of fomewhat lefs ufefulnefs, than theGof- 
•* pel of Luke, as containing the hiftory, not of Chrift, but 
u of his Apoftles, or rather indeed only of Paul, was neither 
" read in the churches, nor wrote out but by very few ;" 
then he cites the paflage of Chryfoftom above produced. 

Thus did thefe two learned men endeavour, without any ar- 
guments, to leffen the credit of this facred book : for if my 
preceding arguments are good, and the Afts of the Apoftles 
be in all the catalogues of the facred books among the antients ; 
( If it was cited by all the firft Chriftians in their writings, and 
was read in their churches (all which I have undeniably 
proved) ; with what face could thefe gentlemen tell the world, 
that it was not read nor known among the Chriftians ? The 
book appears, by all the writings of antiquity, to have been al- 
moft as much known as the Gofpels themfelves, and as con- 
ftantly ufed : but their refuge is the paflage of Chryfoftom : 
he fays, It was not known to many. To which I reply, 

1. That this does not appear to be the work of GhryfiJiom % 
and Dr. Mill himfelf b fufpe&ed it: Chryfo/iomus y fays he, vel 
alius quifpiam fub ejus nomine, &c. Bellarmine indeed con- 
tends for its gcnuinenefs c . Erafmus d feems to have thought 
that it was not his ; and fo it is moft probable. 

2. It does not follow, that, becauje fever al perfons, or moftyin 
the country r where this author wrote 7 were ignorant of the A&s\ 
that therefore it was not known to the greateft part of the 
Chrijlian church* Erafmus fuppofes % that the author means 
only, that it was unknown to the rabble ; but the learned know 
it. It is much better explained by the learned Fabricius f . 


a Prole g. in N. T. §. 242, 243. f Sed apparet hifce verbis potius 

b Ibid. (upinaniquorundaminfcitiamettor- 

c De Script. Ecclef. ia Chry- porem, quam publicam Ecclcfix fu- 

foltom. orumtemporumnegligentiam,avirQ 

d AnrKt. in Acl. i. 1. difertiffimo reprehendi et increpari. 

c Ibid. Ccd. Apoc. N. T. t. 2. p. 751. 
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Tbefs words, &y$ he, rather Jbew, that the wretched ignorance 
and laxinefs of feme particular perfons was condemned by Cbry- 
fojhniy than the negligence of the univerfal church in his time* 

3. If Chryfoftom himfelf had pofitively affertcd, that the 
Ads of the Apoftles were not known and read in his time, he 
ought not to be believed, becaufe the evidence is fo plain to 
the contrary from fo many authors. 

4. Add to this, that Chryfoftom himfelf in another place 
£uth, that the A&s of the Apoftles was wont to be read in 
their churches after Eafter, and before Whitfuntide ; for this 
he affigns this reafon, that nothing can more convi&tvely evi- 
dence the refurre&ion of Chrift, which is the bafis of all our 
religion, than the pouring forth of the Holy Ghoft, and the 
propagation of the Gofpel by their miniftry over the world ; 
all which is recorded in the A&s. Vid« Fabric. Cod, Apoc, 
N. T. Prafat. in torn. 2. And this, by the way, feems to 
me no fmall evidence of what I have above faid, viz. that 
the book upon the A&s, from whence the paflage under debate 
was taken, was not made by Chryfoftom; if it was, Chry- 
foftom muft contradict himfelf in a plain matter of fad), viz. 
In one place he aflerts the book not to be known ; and in an- 
other, that it was publickly read in the churches. 

Erafmus, though he feems not to give any credit to the paf- 
fitge under the name of Chryfoftom, yet, for another reafon, 
concludes the Ads were not fo much known in the Greek 
church, as the Gofpels and Paul's Epiftles, viz. becaufe, as he 
lays, major erat leclionis varietas^ he found more various lec- 
tions in the MSS. of this, than any other of the facred books. 
What this learned critic means, I know not ; if his argu- 
ment will prove any thing, it is the direct contrary ; for the 
more various le&ions there are of any book, the more often it 
has been tranfcribed, and confequently the more it appears tp 
have been in ufe. 

» 

Arg. IV. The A&s of the Apoftles are Canonical, be- 
caufe the book is found among thofe which were received by 
the churches of Syria as fuch, and which they collected toge- 
ther 3s Scripture, and tranflated ; Prop. XV, 
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From what is &id it appears, that the A£h have as much 
evidence of their genuinenefs and Canonical authority, at they 
need to have, or can be fuppofed to have, at this diftance of 
time from their writing. I know nothing that has been ob- 
jected againft the authority of this (acred volume ; nor indeed 
that can be, unlcfs it fliould be iaid, that Jim* ofthtfirft and 
moft early Hereticks of the church did not receive it as Scrip- 
ture. The fad is indeed certain. The Ads appear to have 
been rejected by feveral of them. Tertulii^n tells us, that 
Ccrxlo (whofe difciple Marcton was) reje&ed the A£b as 
falfe * ; and in the fame book b difputes againft fome whom he 
does not name, who denied this part of Scripture ; and in his 
difpute againft Marcion % confutes him and his difciples for 
their abdurd opinion of reje&ing the Ads. Phila&rtus informs 
us, that the Cerinthians alfo did not receive it d : as Auftin 
likewife *, that the Manichees did not, becaufe they looked 
upon Manes or Manichaeus to be the Paraclete foretold* John 
xvi. whereas the Acls of the Apoftles exprefsly declare it to have 
been the Holy Ghoft, who defcended upon the Apoftles. I 
have carefully examined the feveral places, where thefe Here- 
ticks are faid to have reje&ed the Ads, but find not any one 
reafon affigned for their doing fo. But to end in Father Si- 
mon's words f ; ^ Let us leave thefe enthuftafts, who had no 
€< other reafon to refufe the books that were approved by the 
a whole Church, than this, that they did not fuit with the idea, 

which they had formed of die Chriftian religion." 


« 


* Lib. de Pra&ript. ady. Hare- 
tic, c. 51. Ada Apoltolorum quafi 
falfa rejicit. Vid. Pamel. Annot. in 
too 

.' * Cap. 22. Quam Scripturam 
qui non recipiunt, nee Spiritual 
Sanclti&i pofitmt agnofcere, &c. 


c Adv. Marcion. lib. 5. c. *. 

d Haeref.a*. 

e De Utilitate credendj, ad Ho- 
norat. cap. 3. 

f Critic, fiift. Qf New TefL 
Par. L c. 14. in fine* 
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OR 


An Attempt to prove, that our prefent Greek Copies of that 

Gospel are in the fame Order, wherein they were 

originally written by that Evangelist. 


IN WHICH ARE CONTAINED* 


Many Things relating to the Harmony and Hiftory of the 

Four Gospels. 


By JEREMIAH JONES- 
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TO 


Mr. SAMUEL JONES. 


Sir, , 

UF all thofe various ftudies in which man- 
kind are employed, there are none in which the 
Christian fhould more heartily engage, than 
thofe which have a tendency to advance the 
honour, and promote the knowledge, of the 
facred Scriptures. 

The understanding the two original lan- 
guages, in which the Bible was written, an ac- 
quaintance with the dialefts of the Hebrew, 
the antient Verfions of the Old and New Tef- 
tament, the cuftoms of the Jews, and other 
neighbouring nations, are means very neceflary 
for obtaining thefe ends. By thefe and fome 
other fiich means, very great advances were 
made towards the knowledge of the Scriptures, 
in the beginning of the laft century. Diffi- 
culties, which before feemed insuperable, were 
folved, and feeming contradictions, which gave 
occafion to the enemies of Chriftianity, to blaf- 
pbeme the good word of God, were by thefe 
means happily and fully reconciled. .Grotius, 

Scaliger, 
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Scaliger, Cafaubon, Drufms, Spanheim, Ham- 
mond, Lightfoot, &c. to the great advantage 
of Chriftianity, employed their endeavours in 
thefe ftudies; and nothing is more to be la- 
mented, than that fo few fince their time have 
followed their example, and endeavoured to 
promote the fame fort of knowledge. 

How unwearied and fiiccefsful your endea- 
vours, Sir, have been, to revive this fort of 
learning among us, there are many who will 
gratefully acknowledge, and future generations 
will have juft occasion to own* It is owing to 
you, Sir, and your infiru&ions, that a great 
number of youth are now employed in endea- 
vours, by the ufe 6f the forerncntioned means, 
to underftand, and make others underftand, the 
facred Scripture. I defign not to fill an Epiftle 
with any of the trite naufcous flattering ex- 
preffions, of which dedications ordinarily con- 
fift. Flattery is what, I know, you neceftariiy 
hate, and, to fpeak your praife, I need not. 
All I defign is to improve the opportunity I 
now have, publickly to acknowledge myfclf 
obliged to you for all the proficiency I have 
made, either in the forementioned, or any 
other ftudies, and withal to exprefs my defire 
of your future greater fuccefs in your ufeful 
work. 

Go on then, Sir, and may heaven ftill blefs 
you with the continuance of your health, and 
defired fuccefs ; may you flill be the happy inr 

: . ftrument 
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ftrument of making many fit for publick ufe- 
folnefs, and eminent fervice to the Church of 
Chrift, and the intereft of true Religion. 

This, Sir, is the very earneft defire of 

Your moft Obliged 
Humble Servant, 


JEREMIAH JONES. 


THE 


THE PREFACE. 


tVERY one, who makes a profeflion of Chrifti- 
anity, does thereby oblige himfelf to ufe his utmoft 
endeavours, in all poffible inftances, for the fup- 
port, defence, and advancement of that excellent 
Religion ; and if, in this matter, our zeal and dili- 
gence ought to be proportionable to the induftry 
and numbers of thofe, who would fubvert our Re- 
ligion, perhaps there never was a time, in which 
our zeal and diligence fhould be greater. Irreligion 
indeed, in its praftice, has been the reproach of all 
ages, but its open and publick defence feems to be 
peculiar to ours. It is but of late, that men have 
learnt to fecure the undifturbed poffeffion of their 
vices and immoralities, by a profefled difbelief of 
the grand maxims of piety and virtue. It is but of 
late, that it has been reckoned a perfection, boldly 

w 

to beat down, and level, the eternal differences of 
good and evil. In many companies he now makes 
the beft figure, who gives the largeft proofs of his 
profanenefs ; and he is a man of the greateft fire and 
wit, that dares to fpeak moft contemptibly of God, 
and his providence. It is now become a fafhion- 

a ble 
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able accomplifhment, wittily to deride, and droll 
upon, facred things, and boldly to doubt and dis- 
believe every thing in the facred Scriptures, only 
becaufe it is there. 

How k comes to pafs, that profanenefs and fcep- 
ticifm Ihould fo much abound in the prefent age, 
may very well deferve a ferious enquiry. Among 
other unhappy caufes, I cannot but believe the 
growing difbelief and contempt of Revealed Re- 
ligion, and that growth of profanenefs, which ne- 
ceffarily follows fuch difbelief, are very much 
owing to the imprudent treatment, the facred Scrip- 
tures have met with from many of thofe, who pro- 
fefs to believe their infpiratior\. The many me- 
thods th&t have been taken (even by feveral of the 
Chriftian Clergy) to render the Canon of Scripture 
uncertain ; the preferring fome forry Verfions before 
the Originals , and confequently correcting and al- 
tering the Originals by thefe Verfions ; the great 
freedoms that have been taken with the facred text, 
by a groundlefs fuppofition of corruptions and 
contradictions therein, have been the unhappy- 
means of making many reject the Revelation it- 
felf. The unguarded difcourfes of clivers learned 
and ingenious men on thofe heads, have fupplied 
the enemies of Chriftianity with arguments againft 
it, and been many ways improved by evil minds to 
its difhonour. Thefe are the weapons, with which 
Hobbes, Spinoza a , Toland*, and the club of De- 

• Tnuftat. Theolog. Politic, c. 8, £. b In his Amyntor. 
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ifts, or free-thmkers* (as they love to be called), 
have fought againft all Revealed Religion ; and it 
is but too well knpwn, how e^fily weak and dege- 
nerate minds have been influenced, and impofed 
upon, by their fophiftry. 

Among the various methods that have been taken 
to weaken the credit of the holy Scriptures, I can- 
not but reckon that which Mr. Whifton has taken, 
to reconcile the difference which there is between 
St. Matthew and the other Evangelifts, in point of 
time, to be one. The third proportion of his Har- 
mony is, that the former fart of $t. Matthew 9 s Gof- 
fel, in our prefent copies, is very much mi/placed, con- 
trary to the method and order ', originally intended by 
the Evangeli/t. He accounts for this by fuppofing, 
that the f ever al farts or periods of this former part of 
St. Matthew's Gqfpel, were written at firjl Separately , 
and upon feveral di/linfit pqpers ; which papers, or 
whatever they were written upon, were put together 
into their pre/hit order, by ihoje who did not perfe filly 
know the true feries of the hiftory. Thefe diftinft 
pieces of paper muft have been (according to this 
fiippofition) about twenty in number, of very 
unequal fizes, fome containing feveral chapters, 
others but a few verfes, and others not above one 
or two lines. Such a proportion, and fuch confe- 
quenef s, muft needs tend to leflen the value and 
authority of this Gofpel, and make it left to be de- 
pended upon than any common profane hiftory. 

• Difixrorfe of Free-Thinking, p. 85, 86, &c. 

Vqj., III. L Hence 


it 


6( 


10 THE PREFACE. 

• 

Hence Spinoza and Father Simon (who have la- 
boured above all men, to prove the uncertainty of 
the facred text) fuppofe feveral parts of the writ- 
ings of the Old Teftament tranfpofed and dis- 
ordered. The former tells us, " that if we will ob- 
" ferve how little regard is had to the order of 
time, in the five books of Mofes, we fliall eafily 
perceive, that the feveral parts of it were con- 
" fufedly fet together*." The latter tells us, " that 
" we are not to attribute to Mofes, the little order 
" which is to be found in fome places of the. Pen- 
" tateuch : it is (fays he) more probable, that, as 
" in thofe times the books were written on little 
fcrolls or feparate flieets, that were fewed to** 
gether, the order of thefe fheets might be 
" changed 6 ." Mr. Whifton in another book, (viz. 
His Accomplijhment of Scripture Prophecies) is of the 
fame opinion concerning the books of the Old Tef- 
tament. " I muffc (fays he) be fo free and fair to 
" confefs* I cannot every where look upon the pre- 
" fent order, either of the hiftories or prophecies 
€f of the Old Teftament, to have been the original 
cf one, or that which was intended by the penmen 
" of them c ," How direct a tendency fuch an opi- 
nion as this has, to weaken the authority, and lef-* 
fen the value, of thefe facred books, is but too evi- 
dent. Mr. Whifton does himfelf call his. propo- 
rtion, a new and Jirange one, and is very careful to 
guard himfelf againft thofe cenfures and iiqputy* 

a Traftat. Theolpg. Polit. c. 9. 

b Critic. Hiflor. of the Old. Teft. B. 1. c. 5. p. 40. 

c Pag. 67. 

tions, 
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tions, to which fo bold an affertion did expofe him. 
He eafily forefaw, that fo fevere an attack made 
upon one, and by cbnfequence upon all the facred 
writers, muft needs meet with the warmeft refent- 
ment from every mind, that had juft value for the 
infpired volume. After a clofe and impartial con- 
fideration of Mr. Whifton's proposition, I not only 
concluded it falfe, but very injurious to the honour 
of this Gofpel, and therefore refolved (according to 
my ability) to r vindicate this part of the Gofpel 
hiftory from fo great an injury. This is the defign 
of the following difcourfe. It were to be wifhed 
fome more able perfon had undertaken this work 
fooner, when Mr. Whifton's book firft came out. 
But if his affertion be proved falfe, it is better now 
than npt at all ; Sat cito> fifat bene. 

I fhould do Mr. Whifton injuftice, if I did not 
here mention, that he has changed his opinion in 
refpeft of St. Matthew's Gofpel being originally 
written in Hebrew ; but I muft defire the reader 
alfo to obferve, that the information Mr. Whifton 
was pleafed tq give me of this, was after I had wrote 
all I deligned on that head. 

The reader will obferve that the Greek words 
in the following difcourfe are all printed without 
their ufual accents*. I do not think it needful to 
make any long apology for this ; only would ob- 
ferve, that they are but a late appendage to the 
language, and not found in any manufcripts, which 

[ a In this Edition the accents are preferred.] 

• • ■ . La are 
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are a thoufand years old* The original defign of 
them was, to affift and direft in the pronunciation 
of the language ; but it not being at all needful for 
us to pronounce it as the Grecians did, the accents 
are to us ufelclis, and no more neceflary in Greek 
than Latin. 


THE 


THE 
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CHAP. I. 

A HE defign and principal authors ofGofpel Harmo- 
nies. The defign of the following treatife. 

CHAP. n. 

Mr. WhiflarHs proof cenfdered. The que/Hon there- 
upon JfateJ. Mr* Whiftorts jirjl argument y viz. 
that St. Matthew dejigned to obferve the order of 
time, an/wered. St. Lukes words 9 chap. i. i. do 
not prove that either of the Gej/pets we now receive, 
were intended according to the order of time. 

CHAP HI. 

The writers of the Gofpel-Jnftoty tUd not intend or *b- 
ferve the order id time in their writings. This 
proved particularly of St. Luke, by fever al iriftanccs. 
ThephrOfe, write in order, Luc, i. x. dif cuffed. 
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CHAP. IV. 

The pra&ice of other hiftorians, as well as the Evan- 

gelifis, to negledl the order of time. Several in- 

Jlances out of the Old Tejlament hifiory. Inftances 

out of profane authors. Several reqfons, why the 

Evangelifts negjeff the order of time. 

CHAP. V, 

Mr. Whijtoris fecond argument confidered. It does 
not follow, that becaufe St. Matthew, for the mofi 
part, obferved the order of time, therefore he did in 
every particular. The third argument difcujfed\ 
the notes of time Mr. Whifion mentions y do not 
prove the order of time. 

CHAR VI. 

Mr. Whijtoris protffof the main prvpofition confidered. 
Itfuppofes St. Mark's Gofpel an epitome of St. 
Matthew's. This, the opinion of mqfi learned men, 
but certainly falfe. That St. Mark is not an epi- 
tome of St. Matthew, proved \ firft,from the ac- 
count given in antiquity of the manner and occqfion 

of his wrifing, viz. that he wrote at Rome , from St. 

• • • * 

Peter s mouth. The tefiimonies out of antiquity- 
produced. Twa obfervaHons from Scripture to/up- 
♦ port thefe tefiimonies. ■ ' , , 

CHAP. Ylt 

* * " * * , 

The fecond argument, to prove St. Mark's Gofpel not 

to be an epitome of St, Matthew's ; becaufe his ac- 

J counts 
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counts are generally larger, and contain many 
. more particular circumftances, than St. Mat- 
thew's do. This evidenced by feveral inftances. 

CHAP. VIII. 

The third argument, by which it appears, that St. 
Mark's Go/pel is not an epitome of St. Matthew's, 
viz. the remarkable dif agreement there feems to be, 
between thefe two Evangelifts, in feveral parts of 
their Gofpels. It isfirft premifed, that all thefe are 
reconcileable. Then the particular inftances of their 
difagreement produced. 

C H A P. IX. 

The fourth argument, to prove St. Mark's Go/pel is 
not an epitome of St. Matthew's, viz. becatcfe it has 
a great many hiftories, which are not in St. .Mat- 
thew. A catalogue of them. The fifth argument, 
viz. that it wants feveral remarkable hiftories. 

CHAP. X. 

Thefixth argument, to prove St. Mark's Go/pel is not 
an epitome of St. Matthew's, viz. becaufe that fup- 
polition makes its infpiration more dubious and 
uncertain ; it makes the author look like a pla- 
giary. Two objections againfi this argument an- 
fwered. The feventh argument, the fuppofing this 
Gofpel an epitome, detracts from its honour and 
ufefulnefs. Spinoza and Father Simon for this 
reafon afjert moft of the books of the Old Teftament, 
to be only epitomes, made out of records that are loft., 
Laftly, fuppofing this Gofpel an epitome, invalidates 
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in & gredt meafmre its teftifnony to the truth of drift- 

idnity. The B'Oangelifis did not fee me amthirs 

G&fotls* 
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If it be allowed, that St. Mark did epitomize St. Mat- 
th&tti, it will hot follow that our prefent copies of 
St. Matthete are MfpUctd, and contrary to the vr- 
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duced. 
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Mr. WhiJlotCs method of Accounting for the diforder he 
fuppofes in this 'part of St. Maithmfs Gdjpet, viz. 
that St. JVfattfrew \vt6te it oh fifci&ll piecfes of pa- 
pet ; shat thefe were cdnfiifediy put together by 
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opinion. The improbability of $t r propped to be 
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Jkewnfrom the antient way if writing. The moft 
antient methods eonfidered. 
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That St. Matthew did not write his Go/pel on f mall 
pieces of paper \ proved by a large dffirtation on the 
manner 9 in which the antients wrote their hooks. 
The ordinary method was to write upon large Jkins, 
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book, Luke iv. 17* &0) difcujfed. The words, 
feriag the parchments) & Tim. iv. 13. wnfidered. 
h does iWt appew th** the Jews made *fe of paper, 
or i*ny other **Meml btfides that mentioned, to write 
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C H A P. XVI. 
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The improbability of St. Matthew's writing thus. 
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\vrote. 

CHAP, XVII. 

Mr. Whifiorts obfervatim, that our prefent Greek 
copies of \Kh Golpel, are a translation out of He- 
brew, and for that reafon more liable to the dis- 
order 
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order which he fuppofes, confidered. St. Mat- 
thew did not write his Gofpel in Hebrew, though it 
is ajferted by all the Fathers. The Fathers have 
frequently (one after another) fallen into the fame 
mi/lake in matters offaQ. How they came to fall 
into this miftake, viz. by taking the Gofpel of the 
Nazarenes and Ebionites for the true authentick 
Gofpel of St. Matthew. The Fathers were under 
a fort of necefftty of believing this miftake. 

CHAP. XVUI. 

The Fathers fell into the miftake, that St. Matthew 
wrote in Hebrew, becatife none of them, except Ori- 
gen, Jerome, and Epiphanius, underjlood that lan- 
guage. They were upon that account unable to 
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who aflert St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew, have 
cited the Gofpel of the Nazarenes, except the 
three mentioned, who underftood that language. 
The reafons afjigned, why they (Epiphanius, Jerome, 
and Origen) fell into the fame miftake. Papias, 
the firfi Chriftian writer who afferts this, was a 
very fabulous and credulous perfon ; yet was fol- 
lowed by many of the Fathers in his miftakes (as 
Eitfebius obferves) by reafon of his antiquity. His 
teftimony in this matter, proved by one part of it to 

befalfe. 

CHAP. XIX. 

Several arguments by which it appears probable, that 
St. Matthew did not write his Go/pel in Hebrew. 

The 
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The Greek was the moft common language, and, for 
that reafon, that Go/pel was mofi likely to he ufefid 
therein. Suppoftng it a tranflation, makes its inspi- 
ration dubious. It is not probable, that the original 
Hebrew would ever have been loft. The Hebrew 
one we have now, is certainly a tranflation out of 

Greek. 

CHAP. XX. 

Though St; Matthew's Go/pel befuppofed a tranfla- 
tion out of Hebrew, yet it was not, for that reafon, 
more liable to diflocation or diforder. 

CHAP. XXI. 

Several arguments to prove, that our prefent Greek co- 
pies of St. Matthew are not at all tranfpofed or dif- 
ordered 9 fence . that EvangelifFs firft writing. No 
book ever was thus diforder ed. It does not feem 
agreeable to the care, which Divine Providence al- 
ways exercifed towards thefacred books, to permit 
this to have happened to St. Matthew* s Go/pel. No 
other part of St. Matthew's Gofpel difordered, and 
therefore not this. The diflocations, which Mr. 
Whifionfuppofes, could not happen to this Gofpel in 
the Apoftles* time. 

CHAP. XXIL 

The diforder Mr. Whifionfuppofes in the former part 
of St. Matthew's Gofpel, could not pofjibly happen 
after the Apoftles 9 time, becatcfe of the great number 
of copies, that werefpread abroad in the world in 
their time. The time when St. Matthew wrote 9 
and the diftance between that time and St. Johns 

death, 
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death, confidered. That the Go/pels were very 
much difptrfed in the ApvjMes' time, largely proved. 
Mr. Hobbto) Mr. Toland, and Mr. DodwelVs no- 
tion of the Gofpels being & long while unknown 
and concealed, confuted byfevmd arguments. 

CHAP. XXIII. 

St. Matthew's Goj^d, in our prefent copies, was not 
difbrdered and mi/placed jince the Apeftlef time, be- 
taufe the Syriack Verfum, which was made m the 
Apoftles % time+ is in the fume order with ear present 
copies. An attempt to prove, that the Syriack Ver- 
Jion was made in that time. Syriack was the Jan-* 
gvage of the Jews, in the ApxfHet time* <Zne*t 
numbers of Jews were converted to ChrifHawty, vnd 
therefore needed a Ferftm in that language* 

CHAP. XXIV. 

The Syriach Verfion, which we now have, is the fame 
wUch was made in the Apoftles time* This proved 
by three arguments. The Syrians, from whom we 
bad it, Relieved it to he the fame. It is improbable 
the antient Verfimjhould be l<$ : it wants the parts 
of the New Teftament, which were loft written 
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CHAP. I. 


The Dtfign and principal Authors ofGoffel Harmonies* Tho 

Dtfign of the following Difcourfe. 

THE difference which there is between die Evangelifts, 
in relating feveral circumftances of the Gofpel-hiftory, 
and particularly'their difagreement as to the order of time, in 
which the things they relate were done, has in all ages of 
Chriftianity been objeAed as an argument againft the truth of 
die hiftory itfelf. Porphyry, Celfus, and many others, have 
for this reafon reviled both the Gofpels, and the religion which 
they contain. Hence it has been judged neceflary by many 
pious and learned men, to employ themfelves in endeavours to 
reconcile die feeming contradictions of thefe (acred writers, 
and to reduce the Gofpels to a perfe& Harmony. Among 
the antients, Tatian, the fcholar of Juftin Martyr, compofed a 
Harmony in fome part of the fecond century *, and after him 
Ammonius, of Alexandria, in the beginning of the third com- 


* Eufeb. Hill. Eccl. 1. 4. c. 19. 

pofed 
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pbfed another, and after him Eufebius, in the beginning of the 
fourth 2 . In the laft age great pains was taken in this work, 
by Chemnitius, Gerhard, Calvin, Dr. Lightfoot, and many 
others. Mr. Le Clerc, Mr. Whifton, and Mr. Toinard, are 
(I think) the only perfons,who have done any thing conflder- 
able in this matter of late years. To fay nothing of the 
others, the world is exceedingly obliged to Mr. Whifton, for 
the many curious and ufeful difcoveries he has made in his 
performance on this fubje& ; the proportions he has advanced, 
are certainly, for the moft part^ very ingenious and happy expe- 
dients, to folve the difficulties they are defigned for. There 
are however fome of them, that do not feem to be fo very evi- 
dent and fo fully proved, as others ; and in this number is that 
which I have now undertaken to difcufs, viz. a That the for- 
mer part of St* Matthew's Gofpel^ in our prefent copies, is 
very much mifplaced> contrary to the method and order originally 
intended by the Evangelijl. 

That part of this Gofpel, which Mr. Whifton fuppofes dis- 
ordered and mifplaced, is from the middle of the fourth, to the 
end of the thirteenth chapter ; in which fmall portion of the 
hiftory there muft have been, according to his fuppofition, at 
leaft twenty feveral diforders and mifplacings. 

However good Mr. Whifton's defign might be in advanc- 
ing fo Arrange a proportion, I cannot but think he has failed 
in his proof of it. My bufinefs therefore in the following dif- 
courfe will be, firft, To fliew the invalidity of Mr. Whifton's 
arguments, and then offer fome reafons, by which it will ap-> 
pear, that no fuch diforder can, without the greateft abfurdity^ 
be fuppofed to have happened to this, or any other part of this 
Gofpel, 

' * A fpecimen of which is to be b P, iqq, 
feeti in Sixt. Senenf. Bib. Sanft. 1. 3. 
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CHAP. II. 

Mr. Whiftorfs Proof conjidered. The §hteftion thereupon ft ated. 

Mr. Whiftorts firft Argument , viz. That St. Matthew de» 

figned to obferve the Order of Time, anfwered. St. Luke's 

Words, Chap. i. 1. do not prove, that either of the Gofpelswe 

' now receive, were intended according to the Order of Time. 

IN order to eftablifh this new and ftrange proposition (as 
Mr. Whifton himfelf calls it) he undertakes to prove, 
I, That St. Matthew appears originally to have obfervedthe 
order of the time, through his whole Go/pel, as well as the reft of 
the Evangelifts. 2. That from the fourth to the fourteenth 
chapter, the fever al branches of St. Matthew* s hiftory are not 
according to the order of time* 

Thefe two things, could they be fufficiently proved, do evi- 
dently demonftrate the truth of the proportion ; for if St. 
Matthew wrote his Gofpel according to the. order of time, 
and it is not now according to that order, it is plain it is mif- 
placed fince it was firft wrote. The latter of thefe two, viz. 
whether thefe branches of St, Matthew's Gofpel are accord- 
ing to the order of time in our prefent copies, or not, I will 
not now difpute. It feems it was believed in the firft ages, 
that St. Mark, and confequently St. Luke (for it is certain 
that, for the moft part, they obferved the lame order, and Mr. 
Whifton's Harmony evidently (hews it), did not follow that 
order. So we are informed by that very antient account of 
Papias*, viz. u That St. Mark, being the interpreter of St; 
c< Peter, very carefully wrote down all the things he could re~ 
" member, but not in that order, in which the feveral things 
" were faid or done by Chrift." To the famepurpofe St. Je- 
rome b . iC That St. Mark, the interpreter of St. Peter, who 
(C himfelf did not fee our Lord, but wrote the things which he 

41 had 

* Map*o$ fAv ipfjuinvTm Utr^ov &c. Apud Eufcb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 3. 

ytnptiHiq, -off a ifAWfAOvtvcrtt, dxei&u$ c » 39- 

hr^«, * fA -m T «|«. ri i*h t» ." M =? r £}' 8 ^Tro Apoftoi; p«. 
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•« had heard St Peter preach, was more concerned to be true 
" in his account of tilings, than to qbferve the order, in which 
" the things were done/' I might add here, that feveral more 
modern writers have been of the fern* opinion > and that St. 
Matthew's Gofpel is more according to the order of time, than 
either St. Mark's or St. Luke's. « But (*f I faid before) I will 
not difpute this head ; and then the qugftion tetween us will 
be only this, Whether St, Matthew appears originally tobav* 
dbferved the 6rder of time through his whole Gofpel. 
Mr* Whifton, for the following reafons, aflerts it, viz. 

1. Bocaufe all the ether writers of the GofpeUhiftory in- 
tended to ohferve this enter*' 

2. St. Matthew, in the great*/} part of his Gefyel, dees eh- 
ferve the order of time in his narrations. 

3. The notes of the order of time are as mfrny, and the 
fame in that part which is now dbferdered, as in that which is 

regular, and in its proper order. 

1. Mr. Whifton fuppofes, that ait the other accounts of our 
Saviour* s Aits were intended according to this order* For the 
proof of this he refers us to the firft and third proposition* 
(which, by the way, (hem to be very near the feme, only dif-r 
ferently exprefled). The principal proof in both places is 
taken from thofe words of St. Luke, chap. 1. 1, *, 3, vis. 
Forafmuch as many have taken in bandy to fet firth in order a 
declaration of thofe things, which are meft furely believed among 
us \ itfeemedgood to me alfo, having hadperfeit under/landing 
of ail things , to write unto thee in orjer, meft excellent Tbeephi- 
hs. " St. Luke (fry* Mr. Whiftori) * futures us, not only 
" that himftlf had ebferved die order of time > but that the fame 
« was intended by thofe many others, who had written the 
<« Evangelical Hiftory before him*" This indeed fcems plau- 
fible, but will by no means prove that for which Mr. Whifton 
contends. For 

I. It is yery probable, that St. Luke in thefe words had no 
reference to either of thofe Gofpels, which we now receive ; 


ren) ipfe nonvidit, fed ea,cju« audi- quam ordtnem. Hicron. Pnefat. iit 
trat magiftrum prasdicantem, jux- Comment, in Matth. 
t* fidon mag« geftorum narravit, * P. $j. 

but 
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but to fotne other accounts of our Saviour's life and afis, 
which were at that time wrote. As to St John's Gofpel, it 
is very certain he could not refer to that, becaufe it was un- 
tloubtedly wrote a long time afterwards. Nor is it at all likely* 
he had any refpeft to either of the^other two Gofpels which 
we now have, as will be apparent from a (hort confideration 
<^St. Luke's word. The defign of them evidently, is to give 
„ us an account of the reafons or motives, which induced him to 
write his Gofpel, viz. as he fays, becaufe many others had un- 
dertaken the like work before him. Now how the writing of 
others fhoukl be the reafon or occafton of his writing, is very 
hard to conceive, unlefs we fuppofe fome inaccuracies and dew 
feds in their writing. If the other accounts or hiftories he 
is fuppofcd to refer to, were wrote as they ought to have been, 
this (hould have been fo far from inclining him to write$ that 
it fhould rather have prevented him, if he had had any fuch de- 
fign. And therefore the hiftories or accounts, which St. Luke 
here refers to, were inaccurate and falfe. This i *fo very evi- 
dent, that Mr. Whifton himfelf, in another place*, has af- 
ferted the very fame thing* where he thus paraphrafes thefe 
words of St. Luke, viz. That fever al of the hiftories of our 
Saviour, which he (St. Luke) had perufed, though they at- 
tempted it , were not able to arrive at a fufficient accuracy ih 
the order of time. St. Luke therefore, in thefe words (even 
according to Mr, Whifton), cannot reipe& either St. Mat- 
thew or St. Mark, becaufe they both wrote very accurately, 
and, according to him, obferved the order of time. I conclude; 
therefore, that not the Gofpels we nfcw receive, bur the o&et 
felfe Gofpels, which were then wrote, were intended by St. 
Luke in thefe words: this opinion will appear yetmuch'more 
probable, if we confider that there were, even at this time, a 
great number of falfe zxAfpurious Gofpels fpread abroad in 
the world. Irenaeus b tells us, tfcat, before his* time, the he- 
reticks had an infinite number of fpurious >and Apocryphal 
Scriptures, which contained (as is plain from what he fays 

V?* 1 * 4 " . f / >5 »&w ypciif uv, Adv. H«ref. lib. 

b *AfttJSirro> ,nkn*Qi dwoK^nr 1. c. 17. 
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afterwards) in account of our Saviour's life and a£b. Men 
immediately upon the publishing of Chriftianity, formed them* 
felves into various parties of different denominations; and 
.many or moft of thefe had their own Gofpel,. which was diffe- 
rent from that of others. It would be endlefs, as well as need- 
lefs, for me to mention the feveral Gofpels of the Ebionites, 
Marcionites, Nazarenes, the Gofpel of St. Peter, Andrew, 
, James, Bartholomew, &c. Every one, who has in the leaft 
.made Chriftian antiquity his ftudy, is acquainted with thefe 
things y thofe that are not, may be fully fatisfied in the matter, 
by a bare cafting their eyes upon the authors cited at the bot- 
tom of the page a , who have, efpecially fome of them, made a 
very full collection of the falfe Gofpels, which were fpread 
abroad in the world, in the very infancy of Chriftianity, Thefe 
were the Q* «7©ta©i, the many^ whom St, Luke referred to. I 
would only add here, that this hath been the opinion of many* 
if not moft, antient and rrjodern writers. a St. Luke (fays 
" Auftin b ) gives us this reafon for his writing in order, be* 
" caufe many others had. attempted it ; but we are to under* 
" ftand him of fuch, who had no authority nor efteem in the 
• cc Church, having undertaken what, they were by no means 
" able to perform." To the fame purpofe fays Eufebius. 
f< c St. Luke, in the beginning of his Gofpel, tells us what 
" was the occafion of his writing; intimating, that becaufc 
c< many others, had raihly and inconfiderately undertaken to 
« write of thofe things, of which he had a full and certain 
« knowledge, he alfo would write to prevent the mifchief of 
V thofe uncertain accounts." So Theophylafi, in explain* 


■ Dr. Orabc's Spicileg, Patr, 
Fabric. Codex Apocryph. N. T. 
Sixt. Senenf. Biblioth. San&. 1. 2. 
Father Simon's Critic. Hifo of 
the New Teft.. Part j. c. 3. .Du 
Pin's Hift. of the Canon, Vol. It. 
c. 6. Toland'g Catalogue in his 
Amyntor. Suicer, Thefaur. Ec- 
clef. advoc. Evay ft) aop. Spanheim, 
Jiiftor. Ecclef. Chrift. p. 582, &c. 

b Idco autem dicit fibi vifum efle 
tx ordine diligenter fcribtre, quo. 
warn ipulti conati funt 3 fed eos 4&> 


bemus accipere, quorum in Eccle- 

fia nulla extat au&oritas, quia id, 
quod conati funt, minime potuerunt 
implere. Auguft. de confenf. £• 
vangel, 1. 4. c. 8. 

■ * c O o*i Atfxctf *pxp[j.tro{ xtz) avros 
rov hut ocxrtot ertyypecfjLfAOTOi, njf 
atrial KptuSim,.. & qj> vtvaurtou 
tip 0vtTCL%n* oSjtor, *f apa «roX- 
Xw x«» *KKvt flrgoviTif igoy iVf/tTj?- 

Euleb. Hift. J5cc); 1. 3. c 24. 
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ing thefe Words a , puts the queftion, Who were thofe men\ 
intended by St. Luke y that took in hand to write* &c. and 
anfwers, They were falfe Apojlles j for many fuch had wrote 
Go/pels. In the fame opinion are the learned Erafmus b , 
Grotius% Father Simon d , Bellarmin% Calving all affert- 
ing St. Luke here had no regard to St. Matthew or St. 
Mark, but to fome other writers, who had not wrote as they 
ought to do. The learned Mr, Dodwell carries the matter 
further, and (if I fniftake not) does by a good argument con- 
clude from thefe words of St. Luke, not only that he had no 
reference to either of thefe two Gofpels, but that he never 
faw them. What he faith is to this purpofe, viz. * u St. 
u Luke, in the Preface to his hiftory, giving this reafon for 

* his writing, that he had received his accounts from thofe 
tf who were eye-witneffes, plainly intimates, that the writers of 
4i thofe other Gofpels, which he had feen, were not furnifhed 
" with that help ; fo that neither being eye-witnefles them* 

** felves, nor duly confulting fuch as were, their credit muft 
" be doubtftd : arid thence it muft neceffarily follow> that the 
u Gofpels, which St. Luke had feen, were not any of thofe we 
tt now receive.'* Upon the whole, therefore, I hope I may 
juftly fay, that Mr. Whifton has here failed in his proof; be- 
caufe thefe words of St. Luke, having no reference to either of 
the Gofjtels we now receive, cannot prove what Mr. Whifton 
brings them for : that St. Matthew, or any of the Gofpel-writ- 
fcrs, deftgned to obferve the order of time in their hiftories. But, 
II. If it fhould be allowed and taken for granted, that St. 
Luke in thefe words had' refpe<3 to the Gofpels we now re- 
ceive, yet there is nothing in his words, which will prove, 

. * Vkl- eum ad Luc. i. i, tutos hocfubfkttofuifTe rifonimal^ 

b Annot. inN. T. ad Luc. i. i. Evangelism au&orcs, ita nhm. 

e Annot. ad etind. loc. rum non fuiffe avt^Trra^ ut ne qui- 

* Critic. Hiit. of tbe New Teft. dem afrrfrri,,- aim eqra aliqua et 

^ ar * 1% C %?' *a ' iedulitate confuhierint, vacillare 

« De Matrimon. Saeram. I. i. proinde meritoque dtibiam firfffe co- 

€ ' ;'tt w i 1^ • • TWtl fidttn.- "t pfene alias fuiffe 

' Harmoii. Evangel; in lmt. neeeife eft Evangelic* -Hiftariae 

• « Et ciim iwv* fcrtpfcoms edit £ ri p tore « a Ltwa vifos, a noftri*, 
in Praefatiooc ca«^m, q^iod ipfe tjo^s, habemus, Evangeiiftis. Dif- 
avTtarrw ; nanatianihus adjutus fu- fat. i. k Iren. p. 6S, 69* 

erit aggreffus, id plane innuit defti- 
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jthey were intended and wrote according to the order of 
time. Indeed, according to our Englifh Tranflation, one 
would be apt to think fo; Forafmuch as many have taken in 
*hana\ to fet forth in order a declaration^ &c. From the words 
to fet forth in order 3 Mr.Whifton concludes, thatthefe Gofpdls, 
and particularly St. Matthew's, were wrote according to the or- 
der of time; but the original word *W«£«?$«i implies no fuch 
thing, but only in general to compile, or compofe^ or fet together y 
without any particular regard to the drder of time ? or any other 
order whatfoever» This is the fenfe -Suidas and Hefychius 
give of the word amrd£tur$m*i and fo it is taken by the old 
Syriack interpreter, and the beft modern tranflators.- So 
Seza b , componere narrationcm, and Caftalio, eontexere narratio- 
nem \ De Dieu, apparare feu concinnare ; fo tfcat the whole 
meaning is, Forafmucb as many have undertaken to write the 
bifiory^ &c. and cohiequently nothing can hence be concluded, 
concerning the £vangeiifts designing to obferve the order of 
time in their htftories. 

^The duee other arguments which Mr. Whifton offers, to 

. prove the Gofpels wert wrote -according to the order of time, 

p. 97, 98, 99. are fo much the feme, with thofe which are 

brought to prove this concerning St. Matthew in particular, 

that they need not be diftin&ly confidered. 


i. c. apparare, inftniere, componere^ 
"B.vTp*rurfJLos > i 'Eroi^ao-wft, Suid. 
*> Mihi vero to avvrMt^au 


idem 'videtur generaliter declarare, 
atcjue conicribere, «t conficerc. Bee. 
ad ioc. 
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CHAP. IIL 

7£* Writers of the Gofpel-Hijlbry did not intend or obferve th$ 
Order of Time in their Writings. This proved particu- 
larly of St. Luke by fever al Inffances* The Phrafe y write 
in order, Luc. i. 3. difcuffed. 

WHETHER the writer* of the Gofpel-hiftory did de- 
fign to relate the feveral a&s and circumftances of out 
Saviour's life; according to that order of time, in which each 
of then* came to pafs, is a queftion of very confiderable im* 
portance. Mr. Whifton very earneftly contends for the affir* 
mative a ; which indeed if it be true, it is very certain, that not 
only that part of St. Matthew's Gofpel, which he fuppofes, but 
aHb feveral parts of die other Gofpels, are in our prefent co- 
pies ytry much mifplaced, conftjfed, and difordered. I rather 
think, the Evangelifts had not any fuch regard to that order, 
but were principally concerned in relating the feveral matters 
of foSt truly and faithfully* • This has been the opinion of, I 
Aiiiky aknoft all thofe who have considered this matter, both 
antient and later writers. The' truth is, (fays a learned writ- 
er 1 *) that the Apoflles (he means all the Evangelifts) had not 
properly any defign in writings but to inform tf$ 9 of the doc- 
trine and miracles of our Lord ; not much regarding thofe 
things f which may hi, thought requifite to an ex aft ; and metho- 
dical hijfory. I do not fuppofe, that the Evangelifts had no 
regard at all to the order of time, in cpmpofmg their Gofpel s» 
The contrary is very certain 5 and a bare view of Mr. Whif*. 
ton's Harmony, will Aifflcientiy convince any one, that, for 
the moft parr, each of thefe (acred writers,- not only intended 
to obferve, but do exactly agree in obfervihg, this order. AH 

, * Prop. 1. * intttre en peine dc ce. qtie Ton de- 

b La verite eft, que les Apotres nr.ande dans une hiftoire metho- 

ifont eii pioprement defTein, que de dique. Le Clerc Biblioth. choiile, 

nous apprendre la do&rine el les * ton*. 15. art. 5. p. 251. 
miracles de notre Seigneur, fans ie 

1 
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that I contend for, is, that they do not always confine them- 
felvcs to this method, but very often for juft And good reafons 
infert fever al particular transactions, not in that order in which 
they were done. This might be proved, beyond doubt, of 
every one of the Evangclifts. But it will be fuflkient to prove 
it, only concerning St Luke \ becaufe his Qofpel is by Mr. 
Whifton fuppofed to be perfidy in this order of time, and 
therefore he corrc&s St. Matthew's by it. The following in- 
ftances will abundantly evidence the truth of what I fay* 

St. Luke, ch. iii. vcr. 19, 20. relates the hiftory of John's 
imprtfmment by Herod % before the account of eur Saviour 9 s 
baptifm, ver. 2 1 , &e. which certainly is contrary to die order 
of times Chrift being no doubt baptised long before John's 
imprifonment ; fee Matt. iii. 13, &c. and iv. 12. Hence Mr* 
Whifton himfelf has taken the liberty here to trapfpofe thefe 
verfes in his Harmony, although he tells us, (p?g. ioo.) that 
he had ventured but in one inftance (vi$. that of our Lord's 
mother and brethren coming to him), to change the order of 
St. Luke. 

Ch. iv. 33, &c. St. Luke relates the hiftory of the unclean 
fpirit being cajl out of the man % in the fynagogue at Capernaum, 
and v. 38, &c. the account of Peter's mother in law being cured 
of a fever ', and after thefe, ch. v. X. The calling of Peter and the 
other Apofiles by the fea fide \ whereas it is very certain, that theft 
Apoftles wen? called before thefe miracles. And fo this hif- 
tory ought, if the order of time had been obferved, to have been 
.placed (boner, as both the other Evangelifts have placed it, 
Matt, iv* 18, &c compared withch. viii. a, &c and 14, &c. 
and Mark i* 16, 30. This is fo undeniable a proof of St. 
Luke's, fometimes leaving, the order of time, that nothing can 
ceafonably be urged or objected againft it. Indeed Mr. Whif- 
ton, finding this fo 4ir&9tly overthrowing his fcheme., which 
he had before formed, was refolved to fay fomething againft it, 
and therefore he fuppofes % that the hiftory here recorded by St* 
Luke, is quite different from that recorded by St* Matthew* 

* P, I*}, & 115. 

and, 
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and St*. Mark. But I cannot think any one, who confjders 
die matter without prejudice, can be of that opinion. The 
circumftances are fo very like, that I believe every one that* 
reads thofe two hiftories, concludes them to be the lame. I 
own indeed, there are fome different circumftances in the 
hiftories, and fo there are in almoft every one of the ftories, < 
which are related by two Evangelifts. But thofe here are 
very inconfiderable, and very eaftly to be reconciled* Mr. 
Whifton however has made them fo many arguments to prove 
the (lory in St. Matthew and St. Mark, and that in St. Luke 
to be different. I need not be at the pains diftin£tly to con- 
sider them; Dr. Whitby* has in a few words fufficiently 
{hewed, that they do not prove the two different calling* of 
thefe Apoftles, which. Mr. Whifton contends for. The four 
firft reafons, by which Mr. Whifton endeavours to prove thefe 
two ftories different, are only additional circumftances, men* 
tioned by St. Luke, and not by St. Matthew nor St. Mark. 
The other two are really not different at all. A bare calling 
• the eye upon them will evidently (hew it: 

St. Matthew and St. St. Luke. 

Mark. 

Follow me f and J will makt From henceforth thou Jhalt 

you ft/hers of nun. catch nun* 

They lefi their nets, andfol- They left al/ % and followed 

lowed him* him* 

Are thefe fuch differences, as to prove die hiftories to be dif* 
fercnt? One would -rather think thefe very circumftances to 
be the fame ; and if fo, it is plain, that St. Luke did not always 
defign to obferve the order of time in his hiftory. 

Another inftance to the fame purpofe, (vis. of St. Luke** 
not obfervtng the order of time in the ftories which he relates) 
we have, ch. viii. 19, 20, 21. where he places the hiftory of 
our Lord's mother and brethren, after the parable of the fewer, 
which begins at ver. 4. of that chapter, but according to th* 

* Annot. on Matt, ir, 18.- vid. S$\ Spanheim. Pub. Evang. torn. 3. 
^ub. 7*. ■ " ' 
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other Evangelifts) viz. St. Matthew and St. Mark, it i* evi- 
dent this account fttould have been before this parable, if the 
order of time had been obfefvcd) fee Matt xii. 46, &c. and 
xhi. 1, Sec. and Mark iii. 31, &c and iv. 1, &c. Hence Mr. 
Whifton has in this inftance alfc, receded from St. Luke's or- 
der in his Harmony a . 

Thefc, were there no other, feem to be fufficient argu* 
* ments to prove, that St. Luke did not confine hhnfelf always 
ftridly, to relate the ads and circumftances of our Saviour's 
life, in .the fame order, in which they came to pafe. That 
which induced Mr. Whifton b $ as well as many others, to the 
contrary opinion, are thofe words in St. Luke's preface, c. i. 
ver. 3. where he fays, he defigned, mSt&k r^*«> to write in 
order. But to this it may be anfwered, that it is not at all 
neceflary this word fliould be thus tranflatedj it may be as 
well rendered particularly, ferie perpetua ; fo it is certain the 
word commonly figtrifies, and the beft criticks have taken it 
in this fenfe. * They are miftaken (fays Grotius c ), who con- 
a elude from this word, that St. Luke deigned more dofely 
<c to obferve the order of time, than the others had done be- 
C€ fore bim ; for on the contrary it is evident, that he more 
cc than once relates things of the fame nature together, though 
<c they were done at different times. KoSiffc means nothing 
** more than particularly , as is plain from the ufe of the word 
cc A&s xi. 4: and x'vili. 23. So that St. Luke's meaning 
here is no more than this, My defign is to write to thee a 
particular account of the things done by Chrifi. . But if after 
all k«Si|% 7p«4">" fhould be translated to write in order y why 
oiuft it needs regard the order of time more than any other 
order ? Are there not feveral other orders and methods of 
Writing made ufe of by hiftorians, befides this i viz. fuch as 
placing anions and difcourfes of a like nature together, or 
things which were done at the fame pkct> though not at die 

a P. 287, & 289. il)um noil ferael ob rcrum cohaeren- 

' * P. 97. & 114.. tiam connexuifie, quae temporibitt 

c Falluntur, qui hinc colligunt crant difenjta. Sed xaSfa nil a- 

propofitura Lucae temporum ordi- U u d eft quam figillatim, ut vidert 

nem prcffiui fequi, quam alii ante e ft A6t. xi. 4, & xviii. 23. Grot, 

iplwq icciflent j nam contra apparet, a d j^ u ^ t 

fame 
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fame time* An hiftorian may be very properly faid to write ia 
order, who does not exa&ly obferve the order of time. 

But if we fuppofe further, that St. Luke by the word xoSi^fc 
did intend the order of time i why ntuft he be fuppofed to limit 
and confine htrafelf to it in every particular branch of his 
hiftory, (6 that he couid not, when he faw a juft occafion, re- 
cede from it ? He may be well* faid to write in the order: of 
time, who doth fo for the moft part. And hence k is excel- 
lently obferved by our late Engtijh crkick * ; that, u It being 
C€ certain, that St. Luke in his Gofpel doth not give us 
" Chrift's miracles, fermons, and journey, ia that order of 
" time, in which they were done and fpoken : it remains, 
il that, when he promifed to write *«$«£ Jfc in order y we under- 
" ftand this of Chrift's conception, birth, circumcifion, bap- 
" tifm, preachings death, reiiirre&ion, and afcenfion, of which 
ic he truly writes in order." Upon the whole, then, I con- 
clude, that St. Luke in writing his Gofpel did not defign ex* 
a£Uy to obferve the order of time, and confequently alfo, that 
St Mark did ,not; becaufe, according to Mr. Whifton*, he 
every where agrees with St. Luke : and fo Mr. Whifton's 
argument, to prove St. Matthew originally obferved the or- 
der of time, viz. because other Gofpel writers didfo % is plainly 
inefficient. 

1 

■ Dr. Whitby, Ann+t, on Lu<?. i. 5. * P. 1 14* 
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CHAP. IV. 

The Practice of other Hiflorians, as well as the Evangelifts y U 
rugUft the Order of Time* Several In/lances out of the 
Old Teftament Hi/lory. Inflames out of Profane Authors. 
Several Reafons y why the Evangelijls neglecl the Order of 
Time. 

HOWEVER ftrange it may feem to fome,that thefe fa- 
cred writers fhould thus disregard the order of time, and 
confequently differ fo much from each other; yet this will not 
at all derogate from their honour and authority, if the matter 
be duly and impartially confidered* For as this is very often, 
upon many accounts, undoubtedly the beft way of writing 
hiftory, fo it ha$ been the pra&ice of the beft hiftor&ns, both 
facred and profane,, in all ages and countries. Mr. Whifton 
indeed tells us, that thofe who do not take his method* and 
fuppofe St. Matthew's Gofpel in our prefent copies mifplaced, 
are forced on another method, which plainly implies the frequent 
inaccuracy ', if not falfehood^ of the inspired writers tbemfelves*. 
This is a very hard charge indeed, which at once falls upon 
all the harmonizers and commentators of the Gofpels, that 
ever wrote before Mr. Whifton- It is ftrange that all thefe 
good men, who had fo great a veneration for infpired writers, 
fhould thus charge the Evangelifts with inaccuracies^ if not 
falsehood \ Mr. Whifton will agree with me, they had none 
of them this defign, arid then I am not afraid to aflert, that no 
fuch thing follows from the method they took y to reconcile the 
Evangelijls. 

The fubftance of their charge amounts to no more than 
this, viz. That they fuppofe the Evangelifts, not to have aU 
ways, and in every particular inftance y obferved the order of 
time > but this is fo far from fuppofing an inaccuracy or falfe- 
kood in the Evangelifts, that it is only fuppofing them to have 
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taken the beft method, and the method the beft hiftorians have 
taken, before and fince their time. 

For the clearing of this matter, I will endeavour to (hew : 


* * 


I. That this is a. thing viry common in the hi/lory of the Old 
Teftament* 

IL That it has been the practice of the beft profane hifto- 
rians. 

III. Offer feme reafens y why the Evangelifts neglected tht 
order of time. f 

L The writers of the hiftory of the Old Teftanunt very fre- 
quently deviate from the k order oftime y in relating feveral bran* 
cbes of their hiftory * 9 feme times plating them much (ooner,feme~ 
times much later, than the time, in which they really came U 
pafs. This was very remarkably the pra&ice of that beft and 
moft accurate of all hiftorians, Mofes. For inftance, . 

Gen. xxv. 7, 8, 9. He places the death of Abraham before 
the birth of Iiaac's two fons, Efau and Jacob, ver. 24, 25, &c. 
whereas it is very certain, that Abraham was alive when they 
were born, aud lived at lead: fifteen years afterwards, as will 
appear by the following account. 

Abraham was a hundred years old, when his (on Ifaac was 
born', Gen. xxi. 5. Ifaac was three feore years old, when his 
fons Efau and Jacob were born, ch. xxv. 26. therefore Abra- 
ham was but a hundred and threescore at their birth. Bus 
Abraham lived till he was a hundred and feventy five, ch. xxv. 
7. and therefore it is evident, that the death of Abraham is> 
placed at leaft fifteen years too foon, being placed before tho 
birth of Efau and Jacob; whereas if the order of time had been 
obferved, it muft have been placed at leaft fifteen years after- 
wards. 

The fame may be. pbferved alfo, concerning the hiftorian's 
placing his account of the death of Ifaac, Gen. x^xv. 28, 29* 
It is placed before the felling of Jofeph into Egypt by his bre-, 
thren y ch. xxxvii. whereks, if the order of time bad beert ob- 
ferved, it ought to have been placed after ; it being certain, 

• that 
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that Ifaac lived at teaft tovehe years after that time, a* will 
appear by the following account. 

Jofeph was thirty years old, when he was advanced by Pha- 
raoh In Egypt, Gen, xli. 46. After this there came /even years 
of plenty<> ver. 47, 53. and two years of famine, before Jacob 
came down to Egypt, ch. xlv. 6. So that Jofeph was at leaft 
thirty nine years old, when Jacob his father came down to 
Egypt; Jacob, when he came down to Egypt, was a hundred 
and thirty years old, ch. xlvii. 9. Now from the time of Jo- 
feph's being fold by his brethren, till fhis time, (viz. till his 
39th year) were twenty two years, becaufe he was fold in his 
feventeenth year, ch. xxxvii. 2. If then we take the twenty 
two years, which Jofeph was in Egypt, from the hundred and 
thirty of Jacob; it is plain that Jacob was a hundred and eight 3 
when Jofeph was feventeen, and confequently, when Jofeph 
was fold to Egypt, Ifaac tf as no more than a hundred andfixty 
eight ; for Jacob' (who was at this time but a hundred and 
eight) was born, when Ifaac was Jixty years old, ch. xxv. 26. 
Now Ifeac lived till he was a hundred arid eighty years old % 
ch. xxxv. 28. and confequently twelve years after Jofeph was 
fold into Egypt. So that it is evident, the account of Ifaac's 
death is not placed according to the order of time, but at lead 
twelve years fooner, than that order required. 

Another very remarkable inftance to the fame purpofe, viz, 
of the author of the book of Genefis not obferving the order 
of time in his hiftory, we have ch. xxxvrli. The feveral mat- 
ters there related, are placed between the account of Jofeph* s 
being fold into Egypt^ and his advancement before Pharaoh. 
'This interval, or fpace of time, confifts of no more than thir- 
teen years ; for Jofeph was fold in his feventeenth, and ad- 
vanced in his thirtieth year. Now upon a clofe confideration 
of the circumftances of the hiftory, it will appear morally im- 
poffible, that all the feveral matters, related in that chapter, 
fhould have come to pafs in tiiat time, as will be evident by 
juft naming them. ' 

Firft, Judah leaves his father's familjr, and marries, and 
fucceflively begat three foris, Er, Onan, and Shelah; When 
the eldeft came to age, he married Tamar ; fome time after 

the 
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the Lord (lew him, and Onan the fecond brother married 
his widow ; after his death fhe continued a considerable time 
a widow, expe&ing the time, when the third fon would be 
grown up and marry her. He grows up, but refufes to marry 
ber ; therefore fhe plays the harlot with her father in law 
Judah, and by him the hath two fons. And all this muft 
have been in lefs than the {pace of thirteen years, unlefs we 
fiippofe the hiftorian not to haveobferved the order of time; 
which certainly he did not, a great part of what is here related, 
having, undoubtedly come to pafs, a confiderable time before 
Jofeph was fold into Egypt*. 

Thefe are inflances fufficient to prove, that though the E- 
vangelifts^lid not always confine themfelves to obferve the or* 
der of time, yet they had the example of die beft hiftorian in 
the world, to juftify -their pradice in negle&ing it. 

Nor was this only the pra&ice of MoTes, but of moft, if not 
all, the writers of the kcred hiftory of the Old Teftament. 
There is a noted example of this in the book of Judges, the 
loft five chapters of which hiftory ought, if the order of time 
had been obferved, to have been placed near the beginning of 
it. The ftory of Aticah's idolatry, and the expedition ofthi 
tribe of Danish, xvii. and xviii. of the Levite's concubine, and 
the war on her account, ch. xix. xx. aod xxi. are each of them 
placed ajbove aoo years too late, which is eafy enough to be 
proved. Hence Jofephus has placed the hiftory of the three 
lajt chapters, before the hiftory of the Judges*, and the Old 
Hebrew Cbronologer c has placed the fiery of Micah, and the 
tribe of Dan's idolatry, and the ftory of the Levite's concubine in 
the time of Othniel, the firft of the Judges j and,«as far as I can 
find, moft chronologers and commentators are of the lame 
mind d . 

« • 

* Quomodo ergo haec omnia in- c Seder Olam Rabba, c. 20. p. 

tra tarn fWbos amios fier? potue- 50. 

rint, merito motet) mfi, tit forte fo- d Dr. Lightfoot Chronic, and 

let, fcriptura per recapitulationem, Harmon, of the Old Teft. on 

aliquot annos ante venditum Jo- Judges, Sec. Uftier Chronol. Sacr. 

fcph, hoc fieri caepifTe intelligi velit, p . 1 9 9 , Petar . Rattonar. Temp. 1: 1 • 

&c. Aiiguit Quaefi. Sup. Gen. 1. 1. c. 6. Junius ad Jud. 17. 1. Span- 

c. 128. heim. Hift. Eccl. V. T. Epoch. 

b Antiq. Jud. lib. 5. c. 2. 4. c. 10. t 
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; The (Ufy tff ShitittPs deaths i Kings ii. 39. &c. \% evj* 
dently placed three years' too foon hi the hiftory. 
. Abundance of othdr fuch inftaiices might be colle&ed out 
of the hiftorical books* were it ne<fefi5ry. ' Thofe that have a 
mind to fee then), may confiA t)r. Lightfopt* and U(her b , 
ftc. I would only add, that this has been a very antient and 
common obfervation; and that for this purppfe tfce famous 
fixth rule of Ticonius % called Recapitulation was pven|ed. 
But, 

. II. This is not a pra&ice peculiar to the facred writers, i/rf 
made ufe of by all bi/forians. The moft accurate and exa& 
among thofe, who are called profane writers, have taken this 
liberty in compofing their hiftoms. Livy, Plutarch, ^Tacitus, 
Suetonius, Florus,&c.have all upon particular occafions xieg- 
le&ed the e*a& order of time. Suetonius, for inftance, is very 
frequent in this practice; continually laying matters of a like 
-nature together, without regard to the order of time, in which 
they were done. In the Life of Auguftus he exprefsly tells 
«s 9 it was his defign to do fo d : c< not to confine himfelf to 
*k ftri<ft chronology, or the order of time, in which the feveral 
u things were done ; but inftead of being pun&ual to the 
u time, join adions of a like nature tpgether, that fo they 
** might be more clearly perceived and known." This any 
one, who reads his memoirs of Auguftus's life, will perceives 
be has done, juft as St. Matthew and the other Evangelists, 
in writing the memoirs of our Saviour's life,. 

To the fame purpofe Lucius Florus c intimates, f € That he 
V would not obferve the ftrift order of time ; but that the 


- * Lib. jam cit; % 

b Chronbl. Sacr. 

e Apud Augull. de Doa. Chrift. 
1. 3. c. 36. 

d Propofktai vitae ejus velut fum- 
ma» partes figiliatim, neque per 
tempotfa, fed per fpecies, ex^equarj 
quo diftin&his dtmonltrari cognof- 
cique pofilnt. Suetonius in Auguft. 

Sic (blent fcriptores— £*r Jpe- 
cjts exfequi, i. c. fecundum acliooes 
et genera, hanrare ftatum et copdi- 


tionem vitae. Sic cum narraimis, 
quae quis publice, quae privatun, 
quae farther, qtiae moderate, quae 
ferio, quae jocofe egerit, non ob- 
fervato annorum ordine. Pitifc. 
ad Loc* r ■' » 

e Quae etfi involute inter fe funt 
omnia atque confute, tamen, quo 
melius appareant, fimul et ne ice- 
lera virtutibus ob(bxg>ant»ieparatim 
proferentur, &c. L. Flor. lib. a. c. 
19. 
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" things he fhould relate might the better appear, he would 
€t relate them diftindly and feparately, ice. 9 * If then other 
writers, facred and profane, have fo very frequently negle&ed 
this order, we need not be furprized, that St. Matthew aqd 
the other Evangelifts have done fo too ; efpecially when we 
confider, that it is only in a few inftanees, that they have done 
it, and thenar the moft part, if not always, fome good reafon 
may be affigned, why they have done fo. This leads me, 

III. To confider, Why % and fir what reafons 9 the Evan- 
gelifts receded from the order of time, in their hi/lories. 
. I fhall not be at the pains to confider all the feveral 
branches of their hiftories, in which this order is negleded, 
and fhew the particular occajions why they are placed as they 
are $ all that I defign, is to mention fome general caufes or 
occajions of their relating things in a different order, from that 
in which they were done, and particularly! 

1. Sometimes the Evangelifts relate thofe faffs togelber* 
which were done at a different time, hecaufe they were done in 
the fame place. It feemed a very good expedient to affift the 
memory, fometimes to relate the feveral miracles our Saviour 
wrought at one place together, though they were done at dif- 
ferent times. So, the healing of the leprous perfon ; the cure of 
the centurion 9 s fervant ; the recovering of Peter's mother-in- 
law, are placed immediately one after another by St. Mat- 
thew, ch. viii. from ver. 2, to the 16th, becaufe each of thefe 
miracles was wrought at Capernaum, though at different 
times. " Hence (fays Dr. Lightfoot) th6 mention of a place 
" doth oftentimes occafion thefe holy penmen to fpeak of ftories 
" out of their proper time, becaufe they would take up th£ whole 
a ftory of that place all at once, or together \" For this reafon 
it 'u>, that St. Luke places the hiftory of the unclean fpirit being 
cqft out of the man in the fynagogue at Capernaum, ch. iv. 33, 
&c. and the account of Peter* s mother-in-law being cured of a 
fever, ver. 39, &c. before the call of the Apojlles by the fea-fide^ 
ch. v. 1. (which has been proved b to be contrary to the order of 


» Lightfoot, Harmon, of the New Teft. §.ao., 
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time) 5 viz. becaufe having mentioned Our LordVbefng and 

preaching at Capernaum (ver. 31.) he had a mind to record to- 
gether the miracles our Lord did there, though done at another 
time. • ' ! 

'2; Another reafori, why the EVangelifts fometimes place a 
fa& out of its proper order of time, is, becaufe they having been 
fpeakihg of the perfon concerned in it before, had a mind there to 
finijh aft they deftgned to fay of him* So, for inftance, the. ftory 
of John the Baptift's being imprifoned by Herod, Luke iii. 
19, 20. (which has been proved not to be in the order of time) 
was placed where it is, becaufe the Evangelift, having before 
been giving an account of John's miniftry, and not defigning 
fro fey much more of him, had a mind here to finifh his whole 
ftory together. This is fo far from being arty fault in a hif- ; 
tory,that it isrealfy oftentimes thebeft and moft accurate way 
of writing it; becaufe by a ftri& and conftant adherence to 
the order of time, there muft neceffarily be continual breaches 
and frequent interruptions in the hiftory. Stories muft be 
often brought in without any connexion or coherence, and 
foftfequently are not fo like to be remembered *. It may there- 
fore be fometimes much better that the whole ftory of a per- 
jfon or thing be told together, though fome other things inter- 
vene, which are told afterwards. For this reafon, we may 6b- 
ferve, the infpired penman of the book of Genefis has placed 
the death of Ifaac (ch. xxxv. 28, 29.) fo much too foon, as it 
has been above proved to be b , viz. becaufe having, ver. 27. 
given an account of his fon Jacob's coming to him to Hebron, 
and defigning to fay no more concerning his life, but to pro-* 
deed to the hiftory of his pofterity j it feemed very proper there* 
to mention his death, that he might not be forced elfewhere to 
bring it in, by any breach or interruption in his hiftory c . For 

the 
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( * Facilius eujufque rei in unum banc hiftoriam (&. Jofephi) Mofes 

Cpmra&a species, quam divifa ton- pv>ftobitum ct &p\ihuram recitet : ut 

poribus, oculis am'miique inhaeret. necellarioconcedendafitbyfterologia, 

Vellei. Paterc: x. 14. cujus ratio haec fuitj quia pott ad- 

b P. 36. ventum Jacobi in HebixMi, nihil aiy- 

c Conftat ante mortem Ifaaciven- plius de vita Ifaaci vellct narrate 

ditum fuilfe Jofephum, cum tamen ' Moles, et ad ea, qux de Jacobo Pa* 

triarcba 
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the fame reafon alfo is the ftory of Shimei's' death placed too 
foon, i Kings ii. 39. that the whole ftory of him might be* 
fihifhed at once, and not brought in without any connexion, 
asit muftjieceffarily have been, if it had been placed after- 
wards. 

\\ .3. It is not at all' abfurd or unreafonable to fuppofe, that 
divine JVifdom ordered it to be thus y to prevent allfwjpicion of 
the Evangeltfts 9 ' writing in concert ', or by combination^ with de~ 
fign to impofe upon the world. Chriftianity was looked upon 
at firft, by many, as a delufion, and the authors of thefe 
fcered books as cheats and impoftors. Againft this the Chrift- 
ians commonly argued, that, if the writers of the Gofpel-hif- 
tory had had any fuch defigns, they would not have fo many 
Aings, which feem contrary to each other. The reafoning of 
Chryfoftom on this head is fo very juft, that it well deferves 
tranfcribing a . He brings in a perfon making this objection* 
that the EvangeUfts do not agree in their accounts* To this hQ 
anfwers ; a Their not agreeing in every particular, is a full 
" demonftration of their truth j for if they had in all things 
" agreed with a perfe& exa&nefs, both as to time, and place, 
u and words, none of our adverfaries but would have believed 
" that they met together, and wrote by compact and confent 
(( to deceive ; but now that difference there fecros to be be- 
tt tween them in thefe fmaller matters, defends them from all 
<c fuch fuJpicion, &c." Such arguing feems tp be very juft j 
and if it be, what is mere abfurd in fuppofing, that divine 
Wifdom ordered thefe little differences, thofe. in refpeft of 
time among others, for this good end ? " The. Holy Spirit," 
fays a learned man, " influenced the EvangeUfts to write many 

* 

triarchanotanda acciderent, pergere Ka ) ^/^ p^druv avraf, ovhis aw 

deliberated luftonam Iiaaci opene > vif tvert 7 ^ j % ^, fa u» <rmX- 

pretromjudicavit concludere per &/ » \ *V' \ * o, * 

mortem lpfitis, &c. Rivet. Exer- -/ , „ Vll \ . J ~ 
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" things in a different order, that they might not feem Co have 
u wrote by compa&, or to have borrowed one from another V 
4. Mr.Whiftonhas furntthed me with another reafon, why 
jthe Evangelifts are thus different from one another, and do 
not obferve the fame order in relating the feveral ads of our 
Saviour's life. " It ought not (fiqrs he) * to feem ftrange, If 
u that book» which contains the revealed will of God, he fe 
<* framed, as to have divers feeming contradi&ions m it> for 

* the perplexing the ungodly, and the exercife of the pious.*' 
This observation of Mr. Whifton's, is what feriral other 
learned men have upon this and other occafkxns made fc , and 
is, if true, a very good reafon, why die Evangelifts were not fb 
very exa&; m ohferving the order of time in their hiflories. 

Thus I 'have endeavoured to juftify the practice of the 
Evangelifts, in relating things ih<a different order from that 
in which they came to pais, both by (hewing it -was the prac- 
tice of AaWft htftorkns, and by feveral other reasons; I only 
add, that, a* it has b«en already proved concerning'Sfc Luke S 
that he did noiull ki he defignedito obftrve theieaa£fc order of 
time, (o it is certain m one of tb* Eua*gt&Jh Jmtold&sfe - 9 
and if they did nor*ngage and pfemife to obfarvel this fader, 
certainly tfotyve not to be aceufied of ialfehooii* pofc ob&nr- 
ing it. (fence* die learned IDfc. Hammond* w*tt< ^obiferved, 

* That all thefe, and (# there were) many moi* \ftftrences] 
f do jiothiag derogate from the fidelity of the wwtccssj who, 
«* undertaking to tqafce fome relations of what was :ime\ by 

* Chrift, do no where undertake, nor oblige ffhcinfclves,<tx> ob- 
u fervethe order wherein every thing fuccetded^ahar being 
(l generally extrinficai, and 6f no importance ito the f Tela- 
" tions." 


* Volnit vero Spirifus Sanftus * Multa diverfo onftfie ab Evan- 
dtverib ordtne multa ab Evangeiifti* ^ gel ifcis ijarrari voluit Splrttus Sanc- 
narrari j— ne vtl ex eeoipa&o, wi tus, exeicehda et fubigendae fidei 
collate capitibus, fprjpfifle, vel fuji noibrae^&c. eaufa. Spanheim. Pub. 
a fe invicem defcripfiflTe vidertiuur a Etang. torn. Hi. Dtifau 69. 

&c. Spanheim. Dub. Evang. torn* , d P. *+, &c. 

tii. Dub. 69. ' * Annot. on Mark v. «. 

* Chronolog. of the Old Teft. . . 
p. 3. 
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And to the feme purpofe, it is well remarked by the author 
juft now cited % tt That no one can charge that writer with 
" a falsehood or contradi&ion, for relating things in a different 
" order from that in which they came to pafs, if he did not 
" before-hand engage to obfcrve that order." The principal 
thing thefe Jacred writers were concerned about, was truth y to 
be faithful and juft in the accounts they gave u$ ; and this in- 
deed is the tnoft neceflary requtfite, and beft character of an 
hiftoriaa. Hence Lucian, in his excellent directions for writ- 
ing hiftory* tells us b , " The one thing tnoft peculiarly ro- 
" quifke to hiftory, is truth. If any go about to write a hifi- 
a tory, he nsuft principally regard truths not concerning hin> 
i( felf about any thing elfe." 


CHAP. V. 1 

Mr. Wbijion'sfecond Argument confideretU ft does notfoUow y 
that httauft Su Mdtthtw for the moft fart obfirved the Or- 
der tf Time j therefore he did in every Particular. Tie 
third Argument difcuffed The Metes of Time Mr. Whifien 
mentions, de not prove the Order of Time. 

THE fecond argument, which Mr.Whifton makes ufe of 
to prove^ that St» Matthew originally nobferved the or- 
der of time through his whole Gofpel, is, be^aufe he does fa in 
the greateft part of his Gofpel. After what hath been faid in 
the two former chapters, there feems very little neceflary to.be 
iaid in anfwer to this. I agree with Mr* Whifton, that St, 


* Imfho nemo mendacii vei con- 
tradi&ioftifi inimulaverit ilium, qui 
eadem diverfo ordine recitat, modo 
non praefertur ft ordinem'relatunim, 
aeque ae res Jpfas. Spanheim. Dub; 
Evang. torn. iii. Dub. 56. * 

b A Ei» yap tSto (fcil. d\i6n») 
*Jta troflai, kfit) pony Strri&r tS &M- 


Sf \ct> tt tk trogi&v ypct$/vv tot, tut 
V StXhtf -atrdrtm aft&wrU* xirrtJ, 
&c • Lucian. 4e Confer ib , H iftor. 
§.39. Hiitoricus itaque, fi ad ve- 
rum et fidem de re propofita remW- 
lit, officio fuo fat is fee tile exiftimah 
bitur. Ifaac* Pontan. Orat. Ifagog. 
ad L. Fter. p. 1. 
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Matthew (and fo indeed each of the other Evapgelift?) does 
for the moft part exa&ly obfervc the order of time 5 yet it will 
by no means follow, that that infpircd writer was always fo 
confined to a Arid: obfervarice of this order, that he could upon 
no occafions whatfoever depart from if* Several reafons have 
been affigned, Upon the account of which an hiftorian may 
ibmetimes deviate from this order, though for the moft part 
he ftri&ly obferve it And it has been proved, that St. Luke 
-ibmetimes relates things in a different order from that in which 
they came to pafs, though for the moft part he exa&ly obferves 
the order of time. Mr. Whifton's argument therefore, that 
-becaufe St. Matthew for the moft part writes in this order, 
therefore he does never recede from it, will not hold. 

Mr* Whifton's laft argument, by which he endeavours to 
prove, that St. Matthew originally obferved the order of time 
through his whole Gofpel, is, that the notes of the order of 
time\ and coherence of parts , are as many in that fart which 
is now difordered and mifplaced, as in that which is re- 
gular and in its proper order. It is true indeed; thofb 
f which Mr. Wfciftoh has here collected, and calls notes of 
4 he order of thne r are as frequent in this as any other part 
of the Gofpel ; but then thefe are fuoh whkh are only (if they 
imay be fo called) notes of tranjition^ generally inferted by the 
hiftorian only for the fake of connecting the fever alflories toge- 
ther) and not to denote the regular fuccejjion of the falls related. 
They are moft of them fuch as can only relate to the ftory that 
follows them, and do not at all conned it with that foregoing. 
This will appear by a very flight confideration of them : they 

are fuch as thefe : 'M> &° x«* citotfas ro rtyta *vth' «ar*€aro Sk 
air? dno rw ogovs* x*i XiaC* iwiXScm <fc'* xa) ftSw* mm) vpc&Swr 

&c. and feeing \ and opening his mouth j and coming down from 
the mountain ; and behold \ and as he was entering $ and comings 
&c. Is it not evident that thefe, and fuch as thefe, are defigned 
only for the better tr^nfition from one ftory to another.? Is it 
not very plain that they regard only the fubfequent ftory ? For 
inftance, 'M» &* «** W and when Tfefus faw\ and behold \ 
have thefe phrafes any reference at all to what goes before? 
Do they intimate that the next fa£t related, was immediately in 

order 
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order of time after that which was before relateji? Let us fup- 
pofe the ftory, to which one of thefe notes is prefixed, a conr 
fiderable time after that which immediately precedes it in the 
hiftory, might not the hiftorian very properly prefix one of 
thefe notes to it? Might he not fay, **» ttfc», or *ai **$*> * 'i*. 
*Stj and Jefu$ feeing, or comings did fuch or fuch a thing, only 
regarding what he was about to tell, without the leaft refped 
to what he had faid before ? Nay, let us go further, and fup- 
pofe one of thofe notes prefixed to a ftory, which in the order 
of time was before that which k immediately fucceeds, yet 
would the prefixing of fuch a note he very proper* For in- 
ftance, to the fermon on the Mount (Mat v. 2.) is prefixed 
**2 d,*i£*< t* rofM avrw (which is one of Mr. Whifton's notes 
of the order of time) and he opened his mouth. Might not this 
note be very well prefixed to our Saviour's preaching, al- 
though the fermon, in the order of time, were really before 
that which immediately precedes it in the hiftory ? The (ame 
may be proved of almoft every one of thefe notes, which Mr, 
Whifton has here mentioned, if it were neceflary. 

The truth is, it is a common thing in all hiftories to make 
ufe of fuch tranjitory or introductory phrafes as thefe ; nay even 
of thofe which feem moft to imply an immediate and orderly 
fucceffion of events, in a very great latitude. So for inftance, 
Gen. xxxviii. 1. immediately after the account of Jofeph's be- 
ing fold into Egypt, it follows, at that time Judah went down 
from his brethren, &c. when as it is certain this happened a con- 
Jiderable time before Jofeph's being fold into Egypt a . Hence, fays 
Dr. Lightfoot b , c< The words at that time are not to be refer- 
" red to the next words going before in the preceding chap- 
'* ter, concerning Jofeph's fale to Potiphar, but are of a more 
i( large extent ; as that phrafe, and the phrafe in thofe days, are 
<c oft in Scripture." It is a trite obfervation among the writers 
of facred chronology, that thefe phrafes in Scripture are fre- 
quently ufed with a great deal of latitude. It has been ob- 
ferved, that this phrafe, In that day or time, is utedfsxtesn times 
in the Old and New Teftament in a lax fenfe, and not im- 

* See above, p. 36, b Harmon, and Chronic, of the 

Old Teft. Gen. c. xxxviii. 
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plying a regular fucceffion of events *. So die words *E> & rati 
ifjiipaif; UimiK, Matt. Hi, x. are put to introduce the hiftory, 
which is next to Chrift's fixing at Nazareth; which was 
about thirty years after. Upon the whole then, if this be the 
ufe of moft of thefe notes, only to introduce the following 
ftory, if thofe which feem moft to be notes of time regard 
principally what follows, and are ufcd in fuch a lax fenfe; then 
they do not prove, that this part of St. Matthew's Gofpel was 
originally wrote according to the order of time. 

Thus I have confidered Mr. Whifton's firft aflertion, viz. 
That St. Matthew deftgried originally to obferve the order of 
time through his whole Gofpel^ and have endeavoured to fhew 
that the feveral arguments he brings to fupport it, are not 
conclufive. 


* Locutionem autem illam (in 
tempore Wo) eodem modo in Deu- 
ter. x. 8, ufurpari notat Aben- 
Ezra 5 quomodo et ab aliis eft ob- 
rervatum, in die illo, fine detemu- 
nata aliqua temporis notatione, fe- 
decies in Veteji et Novo Teftament© 
efle pofitum : hocque ipfp in loco, 


in tempore ilk, non ad illud, quo in 
Kgyptum venditus eft Joiephus, 
fed quo- ipfe Judas in Canarueam 
cum Fatre advenit, referendum efle 
defendimus. UfTer. Chronol. Sacr. 
c. jo. Vid. Spanhetm. Dub. E- 
vang. torn. ii« Pub. to,et 95. 
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CRAP. VI, 

Mr. IFhifton's Proof of the main Propofitim eonfidered. It 
fuppofes St. Mark's Gofpel am Epitome of St.. Matthew's. 
This the Opinion ofmojl learned Men y hut certainly falfe. 
That St. Mtrk is not an Epitome of St. Matthew, proved, 
Firft) from the Account given in Antiquity of the Manner 
and Occafion of bis Writings viz. that he wrote at Rome 
from Sl Peter's Mouth. The Teflirnonies out of Antiquity 
produced. Two Obfervations from Scripture tofupport theft 
Tefi'unomes. 

MR. Whifton having attempted to prove, that St. Mat- 
thew, in this part of his Gofpel, defigned to obfervc 
the order of time, proceeds to {hew, that the fever al branches of 
the bjfiory in this party are not according to the order of time. 
But before he comes to a particular proof of this, he fays. He 
will in general prove the main proportion by the mofi authentick 
evidence^ viz* the tefiimony of St. Mark a . This indeed, if it 
be any evidence at all, will be moft authentick and indifput- 
able. Let us a little confider it. 

" St. Marie (fays Mr. Whifton) was die epitomizer of St. 
" Matthew— gives us fuch an account of our Saviour's A&s r 
" afi demonftrates that St. Matthew's Gofpel lay then before 
" him, andwa? the almoft only guide he followed in his hif- 
" tory«, Now fuppoftng this (fays he), it will follow, that 
u either that copy of St. Matthew, which St. Mark made ufe 
u of, was in a different order from that which we now have 
" (in the chapters under confideration), or elfe that he knew 
<c the order of his copy to be wrong, and contrary to the ori- 
" ginal one, and fo reduced it in his epitome to the true and 
tt regular feries of events, which he learned from St. Peter. 
<c Now either of thefe is fufficient for my prefent purpofe j for 
(( it is evident, that St. Mark does not obferve the order of the 
u prefent copies of St. Matthew (whom he epitomizes), in that 
u part we are fpeaking of,&c." This now is St. Mark's tefti* 


• P. 10*. 
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mony, and Mr. Whifton's moft convincing argument, of the 
truth of the proportion* viz. that the firmer part of St. Mat- 
thew's Gofpely in our prefent copies, is net now in its true *nel 
firfl intended order. 

• | However fpecious and plaufible this argument may *t firft 
appear, I doubt not but every unbiased mind, after a more 
clofe examination, wUl be very far from thinkii% it condufive 
and convincing. The two following conliderations will fuf* 
ficiently invalidate the force of this reafoning, viz. 

I. St. Mart did not epitomize or abridge St. Matthew's Gofi 
pel, nor bad he it lying before him, when be wrote. 

II. Suppofe St. Mask did abridge, and make ufe of St. Mat- 
thew's Gofpel in compofing his, yet it will not follow either that 
the copies he then ufed were, or our prefent copies now, are mifi 
placed, and out of the order originally intended by St. Matthew. 

I. St. Mark did not epitomize or abridge St. Matthew x s 
Gofpel, nor had he it lying be fire him, when be wrote. • In un- 
dertaking to prove this, I am very well aware, that I oppofe 
the fentiments of learned men ia all ages of the church : an- 

' tient and modern writers have alraoft all, with one* common 
confent, voted and agreed St, Mark's Gofpel to be an epitome 

i of St. Matthew's. 
• Aaftin % among the antients, and among later^writers Eraf- 
mus b , Sixtus Senenfis % Alfted d , Grotius % Spanheim f , 
Toinard*, atid many others, affert it. Nay, Erafmus h in 
another place has carried the matter fcmewhat further^ arid by 
a certain likenefe, which he imagined he bMerVed in die ftyle 
and idiom of thefe two Gofpels (contrary to all antiquity, an4 
even to himfelf in the place firft cited), is induced to believe 
they both were wrote by the fame perfon. 

• ■ 4 

I 

* Marcos Mattliaeum fubfeaitus • Annot. a.d Marc.i. i^ 
tanquam pcdiflequus et brt-viator f Hiftor. Ecclef. Secul. J\ c. 6. 
ejus videtur. Aug^de Confenf. *,prolegonu in Harm* Eta;ng/ 
Evang. 1. i. c. *. ~ "'• ; p-*4»" ,. . 

' b Annot. in Nov. Tcft. ad Marc. h Erafmus, in- Apolog. contra 

u i. Alberrum Carporum Principjm, 

c Biblioth. Sanft. 1: i. ad voc. . fcribit, eundem ftrifle ytriufquB 

Marc. * ■ 4 L EvangeliL fcriptorem. Vkfc Sixt^ 

* Praecognit. Thsolog. 1. 2. p. SenenT. 1. 7. dcMarci Evangelio. 

But 
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But notwithstanding this fo univerfal agreement of learned 
men in this matter, I am not afraid to undertake the defence 
of the contrary opinion. It is no new or uncommon thing 
for the bulk of criticks and commentators to agree in an er- 
ror. An opinion that is plaufible, and has feme appearance of 
probability, firft ftarted by a perfon of reputation, and ufhered 
into the world under feme great name, is very often unlverfally 
received, and for a long time entertained as an unqueftionable 
truth, though all the while it be really falie : but if in procefs 
of time it has die good fortune to be efpoufed by more men of 
reputation and chara&er, for fenfe and learning, it then ac- 
quires a fort of fiut£bty, and, through I know not what fort of 
fearfulAefs, men dare not fo much as fufped or call in queftion • 
the truth of a propofition, which has been believed by aim oft 
all learned men. This I verily believe was the cafe, in refpeft 
of the point we are now upon. Auftin, and fome others of 
reputation, firft ftarted it : to others, who Would not be at the 
pjuns of examining into the truth of it, it feemed plaufible, 
and fo they received it And by this means many learned 
men fuffered thcmfclvcs to be impofed upon, taking that for 
truth, which they certainly had rejefted as falfe, had they but 
ventured ftri&ly and clofely to examine it. But numbers are 
no evidence of truth, and (as Mr. Whifton well obfervcs in 
another place a ) a common opinion without a falid foundation^ is 
of no gnat value. He that heartily and in good earneft feeks 
after truth, rauft not fufer htmfelf to be impreffed either with 
the number y or refutation of thofe, who think otherwise than 
he does. It was a noble refolution of Seneca's b , " That he 
* c would obftinately perfift in the fearch of truth ; not making 
" bis underftanding a Save to any ban's, nor giving in to 
" any opinion, only becaufe it was publi&ed under a great 
" name." 

I fhajl therefore endeavour to prove this common opinion 
(viz. that St. Mark epitomized St. Matthew) falfe ; and I fhall 
take the more pains in the matter, not only becaufe I fhall 

* ChronoL of the OJd- Teftam. non en'm me cuiquam mancipavi, 
f* 16. nullius non^en fero, &c. Sen* Epift, 

b Vemm— contumacitcr quawam 5 45 • 

thereby 


1 

1 
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thereby invalidate Mr» Whifton's mo/l autbentick evidence, but 
fet a matter in a dear light, which (as fer at I can find) no 
one yet ha* attempted to do, and fo withal recover the honour 
of this Gefpel (viz* St Mark's), which has fo long Iain under 
this hard and injurious charge, */" being extracted, and compiled 
out of St. Matthew. And, 

I. It is very evident, that St. Mark's Gofpel is not an 
epitome of St. Matthew's, from the accounts we have in occle* 
ftqftical biftery, of the manntr and occajion of St. Mark's writ* 
ing bis Go/pel. The fuhftance of all thofc accounts which we 
.have, is tibia, viz. Hat St. Mark y {who was the companion and 
interpreter of St. Peter) being at Rem with hem* was defer ed 
by the brethren there, to give them an account in writing, of 
what be bad learnt from St Peter, sftbo dt&rines and life of 
Cbrift\ that they did not defift in their Entreaties, till they bad 
prevailed, and this was the caufe arreafon of the Gefpel, we> 
now call St. Mark's, being fr/l wrote* This in Ihort is the 
account, and it feems to be as largely attefted by the antients* 
as almoft any matter of fe& whatsoever, at that diftance from 
us. Papias, Irenseue, Origen* Clemens Alexandrine, Je- 
rome, and many others, all agree as to the main of this h3t. 

The moft foil and antient relation of this matter, is that of 
Clemens Alexandrinus, cited by Eufebius in two feveral 
places % and confirmed in the firft of thefe places, by the moft 
antient teftimony of Papias. To the fame purpofe (though 
not quite fo full) is the account of Irenaeus, viz. That St* 
Mark committed to writing the things which he heard St. Peter 
preach \ So Origen c , That St* Mark made or* wrote his 


TvctyyiXw <ptgtTon, axolsSov ovra 
XliTfa Xmafiaaif v$ ay xal &* 

fA^bSftffitt »PToTt xstrcthttyoi &- 

ri Kartpyoie'atrScu to* avtya, xctl 
xetCno alrisq ystiaScct r^s t» htyo" 
futa xuru. Mtzpxov EvayyiXiu ypew 


«•*«* £ufeb«'HUL Etci. I. i. c. 
15; Idem vid. lib. ^ . c. 14. vid. et 

lib. 3. c. 39. 

•wvtJk Uirfe, xml ewrot tu v*t> III- 
Tpv Htupwcripit* Xyyyatyus nfjut ««<• 
P^Wkc. Iren. Adv. Hacref. lib. 
3. c. 1. 

c Apud Ecfeb. Hift. Eccl. lib. 
6. c. 25. 
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Gijpely *c rUrpo? tyvywvro avru, as St. Piter Hre&ed or taught 
him. The lame account we have from Jerome* feveral 
times, Theophylad b , and feveral others of the antients. It 
was fo far believed in the firft ages, that St. Mark wrote his 
Gofpel under the conduct and direction of St. Peter, that this 
Gofpel was by a great many called The Gofpel of St. Peter % and 
not St. Mark ; fo Tertullian c tells us, that " the Gofpel 
a which St. Mark publiflied, was affirmed to be wrote by 
" St. Peter/ 9 Such is the account, which we have from an* 
tiquity, of the writing of this Gofpel. There is one remark 
which I have made in reading this Gofpel, which (though it 
may feem to fome to be too nice a fpeculation) yet perhaps, 
confidering the very many testimonies of the antients, that St. 
Mark wrote what he heard from St. Peter , may have fome 
weight in it, and be fome confirmation of the preceding rela- 
tion. The remark I mean is this, viz. That there are in the 
Gofpel hiftory^ feveral very remarkable circum/lances^ relating to 
St. Peter y which are told by the other Evangelifts^ and notfo 
much as mentioned or hinted at by St. Mark. The reafon of 
which feems to be, that St. Peter's modefty would not permit 
them to be inferted, being generally fuch as were to his ad- 
vantage, and would tend to advance his honour above the reft 
of die ApofUes, a thing which no doubt the good Apoftle 
would endeavour to prevent. For the manifefting of this, I 
will feleS a few out of the other inftances, which might be 
produced, viz. N 

1. The account of Chri/Fs pronouncing St. Peter blejfe&> 
when he had confefied him, the promife of the keys 9 and of that 
large power 9 ' &c. made to him, are omitted by St. Mark, 
though the former and fucceeding parts, of the ftory, are both 
told by him* See Mark vtii. 29, 30. and compare it with 
Matt. xvi. 16—30. 

2. The relation of St. Peter's working the miracle, by geU 

* Marcus — juxta cjuod Petrum b Pwefat. in Comment, in Marc. 
referentemaudierat, rogatusRomae c Evangelium, quod Marcus e. 
a fratrlbusy breve fcripfit Evange- didit, Petri affirmetur, cujus inter- 
Hum. Catalog. Script. Eccl. in voce pres Marcus. Tertull. Adv. Mar- 
Marcus. Vid. Prssfat. in Com- cion. lib. 4. c. 5. 
ment. in Matt. * 

ting 
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ting money out ofthefiftts mouthy to pay the tribute-money, told 
by St. Matt. ch. xvii. 24, &c. is omitted by St. Mark, though 
the preceding and fubfequent ftories are the fame as in St. 
Matthew. See Mark ix. 30^-33. 

3. Chrift's particular love and favour expreffed to St. Peter, 
in telling him of his danger , and that he had prayed for him in 
particular y that his faith might not fail y Luke xxii. 31, 32* i$ 
omitted by St. Mark. 

4. St. Peter's remarkable humility above the reft of the 
Apoftles, about ChriJVs wajbing his feety &c. John xiii. 6—9. 
omitted by St. Mark. 

5. The inftance of St. Peter's very great zeal for Chrift* 
when he was taken, in cutting of the High~PrieJFs fervanfs 
ear. John xviii. io. is not mentioned by St. Mark concern* 
ing St. Peter in particular, but only told in general of a cer- 
tain perfon that flood by \ Mark xivv 47. 

6. St. Peter's faith in leaping into tbefea y to go to Chrift, 
John xxi. 7. not mentioned by St. Mark. 

7. Chrift's difcourfe with St. Peter concerning his hve ta 
himy and his particular, repeated charge to him to feed bis 
Jbeepy John xxi. 15. &c. omitted by St. Mark. 

Thefe are fome inftances of things tending to St. Peter's 
honour, recorded by the other Evangelifts, none of which arc 
fo much as hinted at by St. Mark. 1 add, that there is not 
any one tingle inftance in all that Gofpel, like unto any of 
thofe which have been mentioned. There is nothing in that 
Gofpel, which does in the leaft tend to advance die honour 
2nd prerogative of St. Peter, above die reft of the Apoftles. 
Now, why thefe and fome other particulars of a like nature 
ihould be omitted by St. Mark, is fomewhat ftrange, unlefs we 
account for it thus ; that St. Peter, who di£bted this Gofpel to 
St* Mark, through modefty and for fear of fome bad confe- 
quences, caufed him to leave out thofe things, which fo parti- 
cularly concerned himfelf. Had not St. Mark had his Gofpel 
from St. Peter, I cannot conceive, why he fhould fo ftudioufly 
avoid the mention of all thofe remarkable things, which tended 
fo much to his honour. Much to the fame purpofe, is the ar- 
guing 
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guing of a learned Popiih divine on this head*, out of Eufe- 
bius. <( Why (fays he) St. Mark fhould leave out thofe great 
" and honourable promifes made to St. Peter, which we read 
in St. Matthew (ch. xvi.), may be feen in Eufebius (De«r 
monftr. Evang. 1. 3. c. 7.) St. Peter's humility would not ' 
" fuffer him to tell thefe things to St. Mark, when he was 
" writing his Gofpel. We may obferve the three other Evan- 
€€ gelifts relating thofe things, which tend to advance the ho* 
<* nour and prerogative of St. Peter. Only St. Mark, who 
wrote his Gofpel from St. Peter's di&ating to him, has 
omitted diem j which evidences the great modefty of St* , 
Peter." This reafoning is abundantly confirmed by a very 
common and well-known observation, that authors of mo- 
defty are feldom forward to mention thofe things, that tend to 
their own praife; fo that- we have at lead a probable argu- 
ment from the Gofpel itfelf, to prove the account we have 
from antiquity, of the writing of it, true. The learned Dr. , 
Hammond has another argument taken out of the Gofpel it* 
felf, by which he endeavours to prove the. account, that has 
been given of its being di&ated by St. Peter, to be true. After 
having cited the account, he adds*; " Of this there be fome 
chara&ers difcernifrle in the writing itfelf; as that, fettiog 
down the ftory of Peter's denying of Chrift, with the fame 
enumeration of circumftances, and aggravations of the 
c< fault, that Matthew doth ; when he comes to mention his 
*' repentance and tears confe^uent to it, he doth it (as became 
u the true penitent) mare coldly than Matthew had done, only 
" ixXeut he wept', whereas Matthe>v hath $x\av<r* w*xp£$, he wept 
C( Utterly. 9 * How. far this argument is conclufive, I (hall not 
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• Cur Marcus omittit ilia mag- 
nifica promifla Petro fa£ta a Chrifto, 
qwe Icguntur apud Matth. vid. 
apud Eu&b. lib. 3. Demonftr. E- 
vang. c. 7. Petrus ex humilitate 
noluit hoc rcferre Marco fcripturo 
Evangelrum $ ubi nota reliquos tres 
Evangeliftas ea commemorafle, quae 
ad Petri exc^llentiam et pneroga- 
tivam pertinent. .Matt. ch. iS % 
Status et, Simon Bar-Jona, &c. 


Luc. c. **. Ego roga<vi pro U > &c. 
Et apud Joan. 21. Pafce owes 
meat. Solum Marcum, qui Evan- 
gelism fcripfit, licut Petro referente 
audierat, de his tacuifle. Qua? res 
tnfignem B. Petri modeftiam nobis 
Lniinuat et commendat. Eftius in 
Difficilior. Script, loc. ad Marc. 8. 
29. 
b Introdnc. to Matt. 

now 
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now enquire ; if this be not, perhaps there may be feveral of 
the like nature, that are. I would only add^ that St Peter 
himfelf in his ift Epiftle * makes mention of St. Mark, as 
being along with him, and calls him his fin : The Church 
which is at Babylon, elecled together with you, falutetb you, and 
fo doth Marcus my fin: There can be no juft reafon to queftion, 
whether die fame Mark is here intended, who wrote the Gof- 
pel ; and if the word Babylon be here taken for Rome, as the 
Fathers, the papifts in general, and many other among the 
Proteftants* do take it, then the foregoing account receives a 
very great confirmation, from St. Peter and St. Mark's hav- 
ing been at Rome together. So Jerome* and Eufebias* 
make ufe of this argument for this very purpofe. The Word* 
of the latter are thefe ; u But Peter makes mention Of Mark in 
€C his firft Epiftle, which they fay was wrote at Rome, and it 
u was that which Peter himfelf meant, when by a ffi-ong fi* 
•* gure he makes ufe of the word Babylon to denote that 
•' city, viz. Rome, in thefe words, The Church which is at 
cc Babylon, chofen together with you, faluteft you, and Mark 
"my fon." 

If then upon the whole it be reafonaHe to conclude, that 
St. Mark wrote his Gofpel at Rome, at the requeft pf the 
brethren there, from the things which he had heard of St. Pe- 
ter } we have, I think, an undeniable argument, that this 
Gofpel is not an abftra£t, or epitome of St. Matthew's. If 
his Gofpel be a colle&ion of what St. Peter had told him, then 
it is not a bare tranfeript of St. Matthew : for to fey, he took 
his Gofpel from St. Peter's mouth, and transcribed it from St. 
Matthew's writing, is fbmewhat like a contntdi&ton. But 
befides this, if St. Mark had had St. Matthew's Gofpel along 


* i Pet. v* 13. 

* See Dr. Hammond on 1 Pet. 
v. 1 3. and on Rev. xviii. a. 

c Petrus in Epiftola prima fob 
nomine Babylonia figuraliter Ro- 
man? fignificaitt. Hieron. De Vir. 
Illuftr. in voc. Marc. 


*l» TfQTTlXUTtpQ* BoSv^UtA Vpfftl- 

7tq>t&, ha, t«t<v>' * Acnrctt ) t'Tcu »- 

M«fK«c viof p*t. Hift. Eccl. lib. 
3. c. 15. Vid. etiara Vabf. ad h. 

loc. . 

With 
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with him at Rome, why fhould the Romans have prefled him 
fo very earneftly to make an epitome of it ? Was it too long, 
and did it contain any things that ware fedious or fuperfluous? 
The truth is, if St. Mark, or any one elfe, had had St. Mat- 
thew's Gofpel at Rbrae, there would have been ho need of St. 
Mark's writing. " If (fay* the famous Cardinal Bellarraine*) 
" the Gofpel of $t. Matthew had been (hen at Rome in the 
« farads of any of the Chriftkn** when St Mark wrote there, 
" he would not have wrote." And one would think they 
fhould rather have defired St. Matthew's Gofpel, being wrote 
by one that was an eye and fcar-witnefs of what he faid. Be- 
fides, thofe for whom he wrote, wanted much of the zeal of the 
primitive Chriftians; nay, and of that zeal, which Eufebius 
•feys they had for the Gofpel hiftory, if they did not defire an 
account of all' that pur Lord faid, and did. They would 
hardly defire, and be contented wjth a lefs full, when thejr 
could have a more full and* perfeft account. I conclude there- 
fore, that St. Matthew's Gofpel Was not then at Rom?, and 
confequtntly that St. Mark did not epitomize, or make any 
ufe of it, When he competed his Gofpel. 


* Immo fi time (IcU. quando Komae fulfletj credibile eft Marcuitt 
Marcus Hoifoe fertpiit) Evange- fcrtptufum non fuiflfe. Bellarm. df 
Hum M*tth»i in omnibus £4eli\tm Maniawn. Sacx. lib. i. c. 16. 


j*~ 
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CHAP. Vti. 

4 

The Second Argument, n prove Su Mark 9 * Go/pel not to be an 
Epitome of St* Matthew* s^ becaufe his Accounts are gene- 
rally larger ,. and contain many more particular Circum* 
ftances, than St. Matthew's do. This evidenced by fever al 
In/iances. 

Arg. II. OT. Mark's Gofpel is not an abridgement er epitome 
of St. Matthew's* becaufe for the moji part his ac- 
count? are much more large and full, and related with many 
more particular circumjlances y than the fame accounts are by St. 
Matthew. There is fcarce any one ftory related by both 
thefe Evaugelifts, in which St. Mark does not add foroe con* 
fiderable circumftances, which St. Matthew has not j and if 
this be fo, I think there can be no more convincing evidence, 
that St. Mark did not defign to epitomize St. Matthew : but if 
we were to conclude any thing of this nature from comparing 
them together, the eonclufion muft be, that St. Matthew in all 
thefe parts did defign to abridge St. Mark. 

The matter of fad, which I have here aflerted, will eafily 
appear to be true to any one, who reads thefe two Gofpels 
with this view, and compares them together. To fave the 
reader the pains* I have collefted fome inftances, and fet them 
down in fuch a manner, that by a bare cafting the eye upon 
them, the truth of that which I contend for, will fufficiently 
appear, viz. that St. Mark is generally larger in his accounts 
than St. Matthew. 


A Table 
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A Table of fever al tnflances, in which St. "Mark relates his 
ftories more fully and with more particular circurnftancesy 
than St. Matthew. 

Thejlory of the devils cajl into thefwine. 


St. Matthew* 

Chap. VIII. 

Ver. 28. And when he was 
come to the other fide, into 
the country of the Ger- 
gefenes, there met him two 
poflefled with devils, coming 
out of the tombs, exceeding 
fierce, £0 that no man might 
pafs by that way. 


29, And behold they cri- 
ed out, faying, What have we 
4o do with thee, Jefas, thou 

Vol. III. 


St. Mark. 

Chap. V. 

Ver. 1. And they came o- 
ver unto the other fide of the 
fea, into the country of the 
Gadarenes. 

2. And when he was come 
out of the (hip, immediately 
there met him out of the 
tombs, a man with an unclean 
ipirit \ 

3. Who had his dwelling 
among the tombs, and no man 
could bind him, no not with 
chains. 

4. Becaufe that he had 
been often bound with fetters 
and chains, and the chains 
had been plucked afunder by 
him, and the fetters broken 
in pieces ; neither could any 
man tame him. 

5. And always night and 
day he was in the mountains, 
and in the tombs, crying and 
cutting himfelf with ft ones. 

6. But when he faw Jefu? 
afar off, he ran and worfhip- 
ped him ; 

7. And cried with 3 loud 
voice, and faid, What have I 
to do with thee, Jcfus, thou 

O Son 
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St. Matthew. 


Chap. VIII. 

Son of God ? Art thou come 
hither to torment us, before 
the time ? 


A indication of the firmer Part chap. vii. 

St. Mark. 

Chap. V. 

Son of the moft high God ? 
I adjure thee by 'God, that 
thou torment me not. 

8. (For he faid unto him, 
Come out of the man, thou 
unclean fpirit.) 

9. And he afked him, 
what is thy name? And he 
anfwered, faying, My name is 
Legion j for we are many. 

io. And he befought him 
much, that he would not fend 
them away out of the coun- 
try. 

11. Now there was there 
nigh unto the mountains, a 
great herd of fwine feeding. 

12. And all the devils be- 
x fought him, faying, Send us 

into the fwine, that we may 
enter into them. 

13. And forthwith Jefus 
gave them leave, and the un- 
clean fpirits went out, and 
entered into therfwihe, and the 
herd ran violently down a 
deep place into the fea, (they 
were about two thoufand) and 
were choaked in the fea. 

14. And they that fed the 
fwine fled, and told it in the 
city and in the country. And 
they went out to fee what it 
was that was done. 

. 15. And they come to Je- 
fus, 


30. And there was a good 
way off from them, an herd of 
many fwine feeding. 

31. So die devils befought 
him, faying, If thou caft us 
out, fuffer us to go away into 
the herd of fwine. 

32. And he faid unto them, 
Go j and when they were 
come out, they went into the 
herd of fwine, and behold the 
whole herd of fwine ran vio- 
lently down a fteep place into 
the fea, and perifhed in the 
waters. 

33. And they that kept 
them fled, and went their 
ways into the city, and told 
every, thing, and what was 
befallen to the poflefled of 
the devils. 
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St. Matthew. 
Chap/Vni. 


34. And behold the whole 
city came out to meet Jefus ; 
and when they Taw him, they 
befought him, that he would 
depart out of their coafts. 


St. Mark. 


Chap. V. 

fus, and fee him that was 
poffeffed with the devil, and 
had the Legion fitting, and 
clothed, and in his right mind, 
and they were afraid. 

1 6. And they that faw it 
told them, how it befel to 
him, that was poffeffed with 
the devil, and alfo concerning 
the fwine. 

17. And they began to 
pray him to depart out of 
their coafts. 

18. And when he was 
come into the fhip, he that 
had been poffeffed with the 
devil, prayed him, that he 
might be with him. 

19. Howbeit Jefus fuf- 
fered him not, but faith unto 
him, Go home to thy friends, 
and tell them how great 
things the Lord hath done for 
thee, and hath had compaffion 
on thee. 

20. And he departed, and 
began to publifh in Deca- 
polis, how great things Jefus 
had done for him; and all 
men did marvel. 


O'a 


Thi 


6c 
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Thejlory of the paralytic k healed* 
St. Matthew. St* Mark. 


CHAP. IX. 

i. And he entered into a 
(hip, and patted over, and 
came into his own city. 


2. And behold they brought 
to him a man tick of the pally, 
lying on a bed. 


2. " And Jefus feeing 
their faith, &c. 


Chap. II. 

i /And again he entered into 
Capernaum, after fome days 
and it was noifed that he was 
in the houfe. 

2* And flraightway many 
were gathered together, info- 
much that there was no room 
to receive them, no not fo 
much as about the door ; and 
he preached the word unto 
them* 

3* And they come unto 
him, bringing one fick of the 
palfy. which was borne of four. 

4* And when they could 
not come nigh unto him for 
the prefs, they uncovered the 
roof where he was ; and when 
they had broken it up, they 
let down the bed wherein the 
fick of the palfy lay. 

5. When Jefus law their 
faith, &c. 


Tbejfory of J air us the Ruler of the Synagogue's daughter te*> 

Jiored to life. 


Chap. IX. 

Ver. 18. While he fpake 
thefe things unto them, be* 
hold there came a certain ru- 
ler and Wtfrfhipped him, lay- 
ing, My daughter is even 


Chap. V. 

Ver„ 22. And behold there 
cometh one of the rulers of 
the fynagogue, Jairus by 
name; and when he few him, 
he fell, at his feet, 

2jt And 
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St. Matthew. St. Mark. 


Chap. IX. 

now dead j but come and lay 
thy band upon her, and (he 
(hall li vet 


19. And Jefus arofe and 
followed him ; and fo did his 
difiaples. 


23. And when Jefus came 
into the ruler's houfe, and law 
the people, and the minftrels 
making a noife, 

24. He faid unto them, 
Give place, for the maid is 
not dead, but fleepeth. And 
they laughed him to fcorn. 


Chap, V. 

23. And befought him 
greatly, faying, My little 
daughter lieth at the point of 
death : I pray thee come and 
lay thy hands on her, that (he 
may be healed, and' (be (hall 
live. 

24. And Jefus went with 
him, and much people fol- 
lowed him, and thronged 
him. 

35. While he yet (pake, 
there came from die rider of 
the fynagogue's houfe certain, 
which faid, Thy daughter is 
dead : why troubled thou the 
mafter any further ? 

36. As foon as Jefus heard 
the word that was fpoken, he 
faith unto the ruler of the fyri- 
agogue, Be not afraid, only 
believe* 

37. And he fuffered no 
man to follow him, (ave Pe- 
ter, and James, ^and John, die 
brother of James. 

38. And he cometh to the 
houfe of the ruler of the fyna- 
gogue, and feeth the tumult, 
and them, that wept and wailed 
greatly. 

39. And when he was 
come in, he faidi unto them, 
Why make ye this ado, and 
weep ? The damfelis not dead, 
but fleepeth* 

O 3 40. And 
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St. Matthew. St. Mark. 


Chap. IX. 

25. But when the people 
were put forth, he went in, 
and took her by the hand, and 
the maid arofe. 

26. And the fame hereof 
went abroad into ail that land. 


Chap. V. 

40. And they laughed him 
to fcbrn ; but when he had 
put them all ,out, he taketh 
the father and the mother of 
the damfel, and them that were 
with him, and entereth in 
where the damfel was lying* 

41* He took the damfel by 
the hand, and' laid, Talitha 
Cumi, which is, being inter* 
preted, damfel (I fay unto 
thee) arife. 

42. And ftraightway the 
damfel arofe, and walked, for 
{he was of the age of twelve 
years j and they were afto- 
nifhed with a great aftonifli- 
ment. 

43. And he charged them 
ftraitly, that no man fliould 
know of it, and he commanded 
that fomething fliould be given 
her to eat. 


Tbejlory of the woman healed of the bloody ijfue. 


20. And behold, a woman, 
which was difeafed with an 
ifliie of blood twelve years— 


25. And a certain woman 
which had an iflue of blood 
twelve years ; 

26. And had fuffered many 
things of many phyficians, and 
had fpent all that fhe had, and 
was nothing bettered, hut ra- 
ther grew worfe j 


27. When 
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St. Matthew. St. Mark. 

Chap. IX. Chap.V. 

27. When (he had heard of 
— came behind him, and Jefus, came in the prefs be- 
touched the hem of his gar- hind, and touched his gar- 
ment, ment. 

21. For (he faid within 28. For (he faid, If I may 
herfelf, If I may but touch but touch his clothes, I (hall 
his garment, I (hall bo whole, be whole. 

22. But Jefus turned him *9« And Araightway the 
about, and when he law her, fountain of her blood was dried 
he (aid, Daughter, be of good *P> ™d A* «* in hcr hod 7 
comfort 5 thy faith hath made 'that &* was healed of that 
thee whole: and the woman plague. 

was made whole from that 3°- And J cfus immedi - 
hour. . Stately knowing in himfelf, 

that virtue had gone out of 
him, turned him about in the 
prefs, and faid, Who touched 
my clothes ? 

31. And his difciples (aid 
unto him, Thou feeft the mul- 
titude thronging thee, and 
(ayeft thou,Who touched me ? 

32. And he looked round 
about, to fee her that had done 
this thing. 

33. But the woman fearing 
and trembling, knowing what 
was done in her, came and 
fell down before him, and 
told him all the truth. 

34. And he faid unto her, 
Daughter, thy faith hath made 
thee whole ; go in peace* and 

. be whole of thy plague. 


O 4 lb§ 
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Tbejlory of a boy difpojfejfed of a dumbfpirit. 


St. Matthew. 

Chap. XVII. 

*4» And when they were 
come to the multitude, there 
came to him a certain man, 
kneeling down to him* and 
feying, 

15. Lord, have mercy oa 
my foil, for he is a lunatiek* 
and fore vexed ; for oftttmes 
he falleth into the fire* and 
oft into the water : 

16. And I brought him td 
thy difciples, and they could 
hot cure him, 

17. Then Jefus arrfwercd, 
and faid, Oh fathleft and per- 
verfe generation* how long 
(hall I Be With you? How 
long fhall I fufffer you ? Bring 
him hither tome. 


St. Mark. 

Chap. IX. 

17. And one of the multi- 
tude anfwered, and faid, Maf- 
ter, I have brought unto thee 
my Ibn, which hath a dumb 
Jpifit: 

1 8. And wherdbever he 
taketh him, he teareth him * 
and he foamtfth, andgnafheth 
with his teeth, and pineth a- 
way : and I fpake to thy dif- 
ciples, that they (hould caft 
him out, and they could not. 

19. He anfwered him, and 
faith, O faithlefs and perverfe 
generation, how long {hall I 
be with you ? How long fhall 
I fuffer you ? firing him unto 
me. 

20. And they brought him 
unto him, and when he faw 
him, ftraightway the fpirit 
tare him, and he fell on the 
ground, and wallowed foam- 
ing. 

21. And he afked his fa- 
ther, How long is it ago, fince 
this came unto him ? And he 
faid, Of a child. 

22. And ofttimes it hath 
caft him into the fire, and into 
the water, to deftfoy him; 
but if thou canft do any thing, 

have 
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St. Matthew. St Mark. 


Chap. XVII. 


1 8* And Jefus rebuked the 
devil, and he departed out of 
him 1 and the child was cured 
from that very hour. 


Chap. IX. 

have companion on us, and 
help us. 

23. Jefus faid unto him, 
If thou canft believe, all things 
are poffible to him that be* 
lieveth. 

24. And ftraightway die 
father of the child cried out, 
and laid with tears, Lord, I 
believe, help thou mine unbe- 
lief. 

25. When Jefus (aw that 
the people came running to- 
gether, he rebuked the foul 
fpirit, faying, Thou dumb and 
deaf fpirit, I charge thee come 
out of him, and enter no more 
into him. 

26. And the fpirit cried, 
and rent him fore, and came 
out of him ; and he was as 
one dead, tnfomuch that many 
faid, he is dead. 

27. But Jefus took him 
by the hand, and lifted him 
up, and he arofe. 


Tbefiory of the fig-tnt curfed by Chriji. 
Chap. XXI. Chap. XI. 


1 8. Now in the morning, 
as he returned into the city, 
he hungered. 

19. And when he faw a 
fig-tree in the way, he came 


12. And on the morrow, 
when they were come from 
Bethany, he was hungry. 

13. And feeing a fig-tree 
afar off, having leaves, he 

came, 
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St. Matthew. St. Mark. 


Chap. XXL 

to it, and found nothing 
thereon, but leaves only, and 
feid, Let no fruit grow on 
thee henceforward for ever; 
and prefently the fig-tree wi- 
thered away. 


20. And when the difcipies 
few it, they marvelled, faying, 
How foon is the fig-tree wi- 
thered away ! 


Chap. XL 

came, if haply he might find 
any thing thereon ; and when 
he came to it, he found no- 
thing but leaves, for die time 
of figs was not yet. 

14. And Jefus anfwered, 
and (aid unto it, No man eat 
fruit of thee hereafter for 
ever. And his difcipies heard 
it. 

20. And in the morning,, 
as they, palled by, they few 
the fig-tree dried up from the 
roots. 

21. And Peter calling to 
remembrance, faith unto him, 
Matter, behold, the fig-tree, 
which thou curfedft, is wi- 
thered away. 


Tbeflory of our Saviour's Difcipies preparing a place for cele- 
brating the paffover* 


Chap. XXVI. 

17. Now the firft day of 
the feaft of unleavened bread, 
the difcipies came to Jefus, 
faying unto him, Where wilt 
thou that we prepare for thee, 
to eat the paffover ? 

18. And he faid, Go into 
the city to fuch a man, and 
fay unto him,The matter faith, 
my time is at hand, I will 


Chap. XIV. 

12. And the firft day of 
unleavened bread, when they 
killed the paffover, his difci- 
pies (aid unto him, Where 
wilt thou that we go and pre- 
pare, that thou mayeft eat the 
paffover i 

13. And he fendeth forth 
two of his difcipies, and faith 
unto them, Go ye into the 
city, and there flxaJL meet you 

a man 


Chap. XXVI. 

keep the paflbver at thy houfe 
with my difciples. 

19. And the difciples did, 
as Jefus had appointed them ; 
and they made ready the paffi» 


over. 
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St. MatTHew, St. Mark. 

Chap. XIV. 

a man bearing a pitcher of 
water ; follow him. ' 

14. And wherefoever he 
(hall go in, lay ye to the good 
man of the houfe, The matter 
faith, Where is the gueft* 
chamber, where I fhall eat die 
paflbver with my difciples ? 

15. And he will fhew you 
a large upper room, furnifh- 
ed and prepared ; there make 
ready for us. 

16. And his difciples went 
forth, and came into the city, 
and found as he had faid unto 
them; and they made ready 
the paflbver. 

By a very curfory and tranfient view of the preceding in- 
ftances, every one, who is unprejudiced, will conclude, that St. 
Mark could not poflibly defign to abridge St. Matthew, unlefs 
abridging and enlarging do fignify the fame thing. His ac- 
counts are fo much fuller, and contain fo many more particular 
circumftances, than St. Matthew's do, that to fuppofe his Gof- 
pel to be an epitome of St. Matthew's, is fomewhat like fup- 
pofing the whole to be lefs than a part. Nor is it only in the 
inftances which have been produced; that St. Mark's relations 
are larger than thofe of St. Matthew, but alfo in abundance of 
others. It would be tedious to mention all the particular in- 
ftances of this nature, efpecially to write them down at length, 
as I have done die former; I (hall therefore only mention a 
few, and briefly hint what they are* 


ACa- 
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A Catalogue of form other inftances, in which St* Mark adds 
more tircumfances to bis relations^ than St Matthew* 

Chap. i. 45. The leper's publifhing what Chrift had done 
for him, after his cure* 

III. 40, 2i. The multitudes following Chrift, his friends 
laying hold on hkn 9 and charging him with diftra&ion. 

IV* 10* The difciples aiking our Saviour the meaning of 
the parable of the fower, when he was alone. 

Ver. 36. -Several Jhips accompanying pur Saviour in his 
voyage, 

VI* a. Our Lord's preaching on the Sabbath-day in his 
own country. 

Ver. 5* The particular work our Saviour did in his own 
country, viz. healing fome fick. 

Ver. 6* His wondering at their unbelief. 

Ver. 7. The manner offending forth the Apoftles, viz. by 
two and two. 

Ver. 37. The difciples' unwillingnefs to go to buy bread 
for the multitude, and the fum it would coft. 

Ver. 40. The manner of the multitudes fitting down to be 
fed by Chrift. 

VII. 24. Our Saviour's desire to be concealed, but could 
not. * 

VIII. 3. Some of our Lord's difciples came from far. 
Ver. 6, 7. The bleffing the feven loaves, and bleffing the 

fifties, mentioned as done diftin&ly and feparately ; St. Mat* 
thew joins the bleffing the loaves and fifties both together. 
Ver* 14. The difciples had but one loaf. 

IX. 10. The three difciples queftioning one with another, 
what our Lord meant by rtfmgfrom the dead. 

Ver. 32. The reft of the difciples at a fofs in the fame par- 
ticular, and afraid to a(k Chrift. 


Ch3p. vi. 14—30. There are the hiitory of John's death, which 
feveral particular circumftances in are not mentioned by St. Matthew. 

Ver. 
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Ver. 44, 48. A further description of the torments and 
mifery of hell. 

X. 15. Chrift'* declaring, that they who did not receive 
the kingdom of heaven as little children, fliould not enter into 
it. 

Ver. 32. The difciples afraid, when they were going up to 
Jeru&letn. 

Ver. 49, 50. Chriflfs ordering die blind man to be called, 
comforting him, his cafting away his garment, and coming to 
Chrift. 

XI. 4, 5. A defcription of the place where the colt was 
found, and the owners demanding the reafon of the two dif- 
ciples, why they took it away. 

XII. 32, 33, 34. The Scribe approves what our Lord had 
(aid, repeats it, makes a juft and ufeful remark upon it : our 
Saviour approves him, &c. 

Ver. 37. The common people take pleafure in hearing 
Chrift. 

XIII. 3. The names of the Apoftles, who made the en- 
quiry concerning the deftru&ion of the Temple. 

XIV. 3, &c. Several particulars in the ftory of the wo- 
man's anointmg our Saviour ; fuch as the quality of the oint- 
ment, the breaking of the box, the value of the ointment ia 
money, &c. 

Ver. 12. The paflbver was to be killed on the fir ft day of 
unleavened bread. 

Ver. 54, 67. Peter fat warming himfelf at the fire. 
Ver. 70. Peter faid to be a Galilean. 

XV. 7. The crime for which Barabbas was imprifoned. 
Ver. 8. The Jews plead their privilege of having a crimi- 
nal releafed at the paflbver. 

Ver. 25. The precife hour, in which our Saviour was cru- 
cified. 

Ver, 42. The reafon why Jofeph of Arimathea came on 
that day to beg the body of Jefus, vifc, becaufe /'/ was the pre- 
paration, i. c. th$ day before the Sabbath. 
' Ver. 43. The character and office of Jofeph of Arima^ 

thea. 

Ver. 
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Ver. 44. Pilate wonders Chrift was (o foon dead. His 
enquiring about it. 

XVI. 1. The defign of Mary Magdalen, and the other 
Mary, to embalm the body of Jefus, with ointments they had 

bought for that purpofe. 

»» 

Thefe are fome inftances of circumftances, related by St* 
Mark in his hiftories, and not by St. Matthew : a perfon, 
that will be at the pains carefully to compare thefe Gofpels, 
with this view, will find many more. But thefe feetn to be 
fufficient for my prefent purpofe, fufficient to evidence, that 
St. Mark did not defign to abridge or epitomize St. Mat- 
thew's Gofpel. 


CHAP. VIII. 

The third Argument, by which it appears , that St. Mark's 
Gofpel is not an Epitome of St. Matthew's, viz. the remark- 
able Difagreement there feems to be between tnefe two Evan* 
geYifts s in feveral Parts of their Gofpels. It is firft pre- 
mifed, that all thefy are reconcileable. Then tht particular 
Injlances of their Difagreement produced. 

Arg. III. crHE difagreement which there feems to be between 

thefe two Evangelijls, viz. St. Matthew and St. 
Mark, in relating feveral circumftances of their hiftory, is a 
xlear and demonjlrative evidence, that St Mark did not abridge 
St. Matthew, nor had his Gofpel lying before him, when he 
wrote his. To go about to colled the difference of thefe fa- 
cred writers, to make them appear as many and as great as 
poifible, may feetn very ftrapge and unneceflary work in one, 
who profefles a value and refpe£t for them. I think it needful 
therefore to premife, that however great and many the differ- 
ences may feem to be between thefe two (or. indeed between 
any of the Evangelifts), yet they have all been happily recon- 
ciled, 
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riled, by the labour* of ingenious and learned men. Of the 
many that have undertaken this matter, there are none who 
feem to have been more fuccefsfiil therein, than Auftin* 
among the antients, and the learned Fredericlc Spanheixn b 
among the more late writers. Sufprifing difcoveries have 
been made in the laft age in this matter, by a further acquaint- 
ance with the cuftoms and manners of the Jews, among whom 
our Saviour and his Apoftles converfed ; difficulties, which 
feemed to be infuperable, have been fometimes eafily folved 
by the difcovery of fome particular cuftom, that was among 
the Jews at that time ; and thefe difcoveries have been fo 
many, and our helps of all forts in this matter fo great, that I 
will not be afraid to aflert ; that whatever difagreement may 
feem to be between thefe two Evangelifts, or either of the 
other, it is capable of a very fatisfying and reasonable folu- 
tion. 

This premifed, I fay the difference between St. Matthew 
and St. Mark is fo great, andinfo many infiances, as evidences 
almoft to a demonftration, that St. Mark did not colled his 
Gofpel out of St. Matthew ; I do not now regard the differ- 
ence, that is between thero, in refpeft of the order oftime y 
but in other c ire um fiances. 

I fhall not be at the pains to obferve every fmall difference, 
which there is between thefe two Evangelifts in their hifto- 
ries. Thofe which are in the following catalogue, will be 
fufiicient to my prefent purpofe. 

• * 

A Catalogue offome inftances^ in which the accounts of St. Mat- 
thew and St. Mark do feem to dij agree. 

The firft remarkable inftance we find of any difference be- 
tween them, is in the ftory of the miracle, which our Savioul 
wrought, in calling the devils into the herd of fwine, in the 
country of the,.Gadarenes or Gergefenes. The accounts we 

■ In his book intitled, De Con- b In" his excellent Diflertations^ 
fe*fu Evartgeliftarum. which, he calls Dubia Evangtlica. 

have. 
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have, Matth. viii. 28, &c. and Mark v. 1. in which account* 
we mayobferve a difagreement in two particulars. 

I. As to the place where the miracle was wrought 

II. As to the number of perfons difpofleffed* 

1 . As to the place 9^ country where the miracle was 
wrought, according to St. Matthew, it was when our Savi- 
our was landed *U rir x*>i** rm ripyiww, in the cwntry of the 
Gergefenei\ fee ch. viii. 28. According to St. Mark, v. u 
and fo St. Luke, viii. a6. it was when our Saviour was cotjie 
*U rw %i$M rut TccSamw, into tb( country of the Gadarenes. 
Now thefe were certainly the names of the inhabitants of two 
different places, as is very plain from Jofephus, who feveral 
times mentions diem as fuch. So when he is reckoning up * 
ibme of thofe cities, which the Jews had deftroyed in Syria, he 
firft mentions their coming to rjp«0», the city of the Gergefenes % 
and after that T#tyon y to the city of the Gadarenes. And in 
the fame chapter b , mentioning the feveral cities, that fell upon 
the Jews, who dwelt in then}, he names the rafofrig the Gada- 
renes \ and immediately after 6 , reckoning up the cities, that 
were kind to the Jews, who dwelt among them* and did not 
deftroy them, he mentions the r^aaW the Ger^efenes% for 
there can be no doubt but nfacrW andr^^W were the fame 
peribns. The old Syriack interpreter, who was perhaps a na- 
tive of this, or ibme country near it, perceiving *his difference 
between the Evangelifts, thought it too great a one to be ad- 
mitted into his Verfion, and therefore in St. Matthew, as well 
as in St. Mark, tranflates it by the fame word, the. country of 
the. Gadarenes. 

» 

2. They differ^ as to the number ofperfons difpojfejfed. St*. 
Matthew tells us, -they were two, St. Mark mentions only one. 
Thefe, though tHf y are not circumftances contrary to each 

♦other, yet are fo different, that they undeniably prove, that nei- 
ther of thefe facred writers cqulArnake, ufe of the other's Gof- 
pel, in composing hi^. - 


» DeBell. Judaic, lib. a. c. 18, « Ibid. VM; Suid. ad r*$«f» 

§• * • et Tifucr*, et Lud. Dieu ad Mattb. 

»» Ibid. c. zS. §. 5. V iii. z%. 

Another 
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Another inftance to the fame purpofe, is die ftory of the 
daughter of Jaime, the ruler of (he fynagogue, being reftored 
to life again by our Saviour, told by St. Mark, chap. v. 22, 
&c. wfth circumftanoes very different from thofc, with which 
it is told by St. Matthew, chap. ix« 18. For inftanoe, ac- 
cording to St. Matthew's account, the ruler told our Saviour, 
that his daughter ieri tr#*«Wi«s was already dead, and defired, 
that he would reftore her to life again : but according to St. 
Mark, the young woman was not dead, when the ruler came 
to our Saviour ; for he only fays, Svydrpb pa* h^cirui •%"> *9 
little daughter tielb at the point of death ; and afterwards, 
when out* Saviour was going along with him, fome of the fa- 
mily came, and tell him, his daughter was adhiaBy dead, and 
therefore it would be neediefs to give our Saviour any further 
trouble. 

S& Mark) chap, vii'h 10. tells us, that, after the miracle of 
multiplying thti loaves and' the fifties, our Saviour immedi- 
ately took (hip, and- foiled into the parts of Dstlmanutha * St. 
Matthew, chap. xv. 39. tells us, that in this voyage he went 
to the coalfts of Magd&hu 

St. Mark, chap. x. 35, &c. te41s us, that the two fans of 
2ebedee, JameS and John, came ftfofl^A/W with a petition to 
our Saviour, that they might he advanced to the higheft places 
of dignity in his kingdom ; that our Lord fpoke to them y and 
reproved them for their ambition : according to St. Matthew, 
chap. x*. 20. not thef> but their mother, came with' this peti- 
tion tb Chrfft, and he fpake to her. ' 

St. Mark, chap. x. 46. relates the account of our Lord's 
reftoring a blind perfon to his lights when he was coming out 
of Jericho; St. Matthew, chap. xx. 30, &c. tells the very 
fame ftory, with moft of the feme eircurhftonces, concerning 
Wo blind perfons. ' « • 

' St. Mark, chap. xilg. in the parable concerning the letting 
out of the vineyard, mentions a queftion of our- Lord's, via. 
What therefore /hall the Lord of the vineyard do ? and makes 
him to anfwer it himfelf \ on the contrary St. Matthew, chap. 
xxi. 40. intimates, that our Lord put this queftion to the' 
Jews, and tells us, ver. 41. that they ngade* him the anfwer ; 

Vol. III. P and 
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and fi> thofe wprds are a confeffion extorted from die Jews, 
and not the words of Chrift, according to St. Mark. 
. St. Mark, chap., xiv. 30, and 68, 72,. recites our Saviour's 
prediction concerning Peter's denial of him, and his a&ual de- 
nying of him, in a very different manner from St* Matthew. 
Our Lord tells him, ver. 30* B$for* the c$ck crow tutice y thou 
Jbalt deny, me thrice ; and accordingly St. Mark tells us* ver. 
68, &c. that he denied him once, and then the cock crowed $ 
denied twice afterwards, and the cock crowed again ; on, the 
other hand} according to St. Matthew, our Saviour told him 
("chap, xx vi. 34*) that he (houbddeny him three feveral times, 
before the cock fhould crow. at all ; .and accordingly, he makes 
him adually to deny Chrift three times, before the cock 
crew. See ver. 69^-74. 

St. Mark, chap. xv. 23. tells us, that when our Savipur 
was upon' the croft, they gave him to drink > wipe mingled with 
myrrh*, according to St. Matthew (chap, ftxvii. 34.), that, 
whicfei they gave him to drink, was vinegar mingled with 

St. Mark (kith, die fuperfcription on the crofc was this, 
THE KING OF THE JEWS ; chap. xv..a6. According 
to St. Matthew it was thus> THIS IS JESUS THE KING 
OF THE JEWS* chap* xxvii; 37. 

St. Mark* chap. xv. 34* gives us 0141: Saviour's dying words 
upon thecrofe, all in ^yriack or, SyrorChaldakkvvis. Eki, 
Eloi, lama Saba&thani ; which was the language of the coun- 
try, and that in which our Saviour fpake, a « Qn the qther 
hand St. Matthew pitfs.down tfrefe worlds, partly in pure He- 
brew, and partly in Sytiack, EJi t EH T lama &abaftthani\ chap* 
xxvii. 46^; . . , ... „ 

Thefe are fprne of thofe inflates, in whic^ thefe two Evan* 
gelifts differ ; there are feveral other fuch to. be found* But, 
as there is not any one, which w*U;not admit a, very read- 
able reconciliation i .fo I think there is fcarce any one of them, 


* See the Syriack translation of word Lemano inftead o£ jUima, yet 
Mark xv. 34. Inftead of Eli t Eli t jthere is no doubt but Lama or Lo- 
he renders it Etdi, Eloi, as it is in mo was a very proper Chaklaick 
St. Mark. .And though he ulctht . word. •.-.••• . 

■ ' .but 
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but is of itfelf tfufficient to prove, that neither of thefe Gofpels 
was transcribed from die other. How can St. Mark be flip* 
pofed to have had St* Matthew's Gofpel lying before him, and 
to have made that (as Mr. Whifton would have it) his almoft 
only guidey when he differs in fo many particulars from him i 
I defire Mr. Whifton, and tbofe who are of the fame opinion 
with him in this matter, to confidef this argument impart 
tially ; and to tell us, if it be poffibie, what thofe reafons werel 
which made St. Mark differ fo much from St. Matthew in his 
accounts, when he had his Gofpel lying before him at the time 
of his writing. Were not St. Matthew's accounts juft and 
true, and exprefled as they ought to have been ? This cannot 
be fuppofed. One infpired writer certainly never entertained 
fuch thoughts of another. Or did St. Mark make thefe dif- 
ferences with defign to prevent any fufpiciqns men might 
have, that his Gofpel was not his own, but borrowed, and 
made out of another ? Indeed if this had been the cafe, he 
could not have taken a better method to have accomplilhed 
his end. One would have thought, that fuch and fo many 
differences) would have effectually fcreened and protected his 
Gofpel from fuch a charge. But far be it from 11s, to have 
any fuch thoughts of an infpired writer. Until therefore it be 
(hewn, how it could come to pafs, that there fhould be fo many 
different cifcumftancet in the accounts of St. Matthew and 
St. Mark, when die latter is fuppofed to have made ufe of the 
Gofpel of the former in compofing his, I muft conclude he 
did not make ufe of it at all. I own indeed there is one me- 
thod fuppofeable, by which we may account for thefe differ-* 
ences between St. Matthew and St» Mark, though the latter 
did make ufe of the former's Gofpel. The method I mean, 
is that which Mr. Whifton has taken to reconcile their difa-< 
greement as to the order of time, viz. Suppojirtg our prefent co- 
pies corrupted in' all thefe places^ where they differ in other cir- 
cumftances, as Mr. Whijhn does fuppofe them to he in all thefe 
places^ where tbsy difagrte as^ to time. But it being certain* 
that no fuch corruption ever.lfcppened to the facred text of 
either St. Matthew or St. Mark, it ftill remains* tmaccount* 
able, how thefe differences fhould have happened between 
*■ ' .. Pa them, 
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them, fuppofing the one to have made ufe of the other's Gof* 
pel. Hence it was juftly argued by Mr. Dodwelt * 5 « That 
w the later Evangelifts did not fee the writings of the former 1 
* for if they had, it & impoffible there fibould have been fo 
* c many feeming cootradi&ions*. which have exerctfed die 
w minds of learned men ahnoft ever fince the firft conftitu- 
** tjon of the Canon." To the lame purpofe (ays Mr. Le 
Cierc b ; " It is not credible that Mark or Lukt had feeii the 
u Gofpel according to St. Matthew, who otherwife would 
u have avoided — all feeming diallings." 
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CHAP; IX. 

The fourth Argument^ to pm* Su MsmV s Go/pei it nH an 
Epitome of St. Mttthew'h v >*« heeaufo it has a great mmty 
Uiftories^ which *r* W in St* Afoubtiv. J GrtaUgue of 
them* The fifth Argument > viz, <*£*£ it w*nt$< fettered r<+ 
markaWe Hifioriu. 

Arg. IV. Q T\ .Mvk's .Gpfyd is hot art epitome of St. 
4 O Matthew-*^ becavfe he lath related fever al very 

confiderabU bifioriei\of 'which there is not the leaft mention mad$ 
by St. Matthew. 1 have already proved b , that he does, for 
the moft part, add many more ^particular circumftances to his 
ftories, than St. Matthew. I (hall now fiiew, that he relates 
feveral .entire hiftqr%s» which* §t.,Mattl*ey dors not % not only 
a few additions which Si. Peter informed him of (as Mr. Whif- 
ton d fuppofes]) bu.t,maiiy renjarluble apd ufeful {lories. This 

« 

1 

• «— Ut ne quidcm re&iverinfe ingenia afcercuerint. Di/Tert. 1. ia 
rtcenttores Evangeliftae, quid ibrip- Iren. §. 39. 
fiflpnt 4? ufdrortbi* a^tiqviercft j . b - hi his thud Diftrtaligii, «oa- 
alit^r fom, ne tot efftttf I**wp0>«iJ}, # cerning the Fouc GofjjeJ^ annexql 
quae fere a prima nfque Canonis to his Harmony. 
teaftitutiont tfuditonaaihomikium c Ch.?. 

obferv-rtion 
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obfervrtiwt wtU be fufficiendy fupported by die following in- 
ftanccs* 

if Catabgut tffome hijltries in Su Mark's Go/pel, which art 

not in St Matthew. 

Chap, h 21, &e. The hiftory of our Saviour's cafting the 
unclean fpirit out of die man, in the fynagogue at Caper- 
mum. 

Ver. 35, &c. The account of our Lord's retiring to a foli- 
tary place to pray, and Peter and many others following him. 

Ch. III. 13, &c. Our Saviour's going up to a mountain to 
pray, there firft choofing his twelve difciples ; their names, 
commiffion, office, &c. 

Ch. IV. 26, &c. The parable of the kingdom of heaven 
coming without obfer vatton. 

Ch. VI. 12, 13. The Difciples going out to preach, caft- 
ing out devils, recovering many that were fick, by anointing 
with oil 

Ver. 30, &c The > Apoftlea' report of their fuccefs, &c. 

Ch. VII. 2,&c. The Pharifeet obferve our Ixwd's Difci- 
ples eating with unwaflien hands, and the cuftom of the Jews 
in this matter, ver. 3, 4. 

Ver. 32, &o The miracle of the deaf and dumb perfon be* 
ing reftorad to his hearing and fyeech. 

Ch. VIII. 22, &c. The hiftory of a blind perfon reftored 
to hit fight at Beth&ida. 

Ch. IX. 14, 15. The Difciples' dHpute with the Scribed, 
and Chrift's enquiry into it. 

Ver. 33, &c. The Difciples' dSfpute among themfelves by 
the way, whofhould be the greafeeft. 

Ver. 38, &c. The ftory of John's forbidding a perfon to 
caft out devils in the name of Chrift, with Chrift's difcourfe 
to John thereupon. 

Ch. X. 10, &C The Difciples' enquiry about the bufinefs 


Ch. XII. 41, &c. Our Saviour's obferving the money caft 
into the treafury, the widow's mite,&c. 

P 3 Ch. 
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Ch. XIV. 51, 52. The account of the young man, that 
appeared naked with a linen cloth about his body, at the time 
when our Saviour was taken. 

Ch, XVI. 9, &c. Chrift's firft appearance, after his refur- 
reftion, to Mary Magdalen, 

Ver. 12. His appearing to the two Difciples, on the road. 

Thefe feveral hiftories (befides a great many particular rir- 
cumftances already mentioned) are in St. Mark, and not in 
St. Matthew \ which certainly never would have been, if he 
haddefigncd his Gofpei only for an abridgment of St. Mat- 
thew's. It is a thing unufual ; nay, I believe I may venture 
to fay, it is a thing which never has been known, for an epi- 
tomizer to make fuch large additions to the htftory, which he 
abridges. St Mark's Gofpei therefore is not an epitome of 
St. Matthew V. 

Arg. V. Perhaps, on the other hand, it may add to the im- 
probability x>f St* Mark's Gofpei being an epitome of St. Mat* 
thew's, that there are feveral things wanting in 1*, and not f% 
much as hinted at) which are in St. Matthew* He that un- 
dertakes to epitomize a hiftory, ought not to omit any confi- 
derable part of it. Now it is evident, tnat St. Mark has not 
the leaft remote regard to many of the parts of St. Matthew's 
Gofpei. As near as I can guefs, St. Matthew is about one 
fourth part larger than St. Mark, and thofe things in which he 
is larger are fome fermons and difcourfes of our Lord, efpe- 
cially the Sermon on the Mount; befides, St. Mark entirely 
omitteth the genealogy, and the birth of Chrift with all its 
circumftances. There are alfo two or three miracles, men- 
tioned by St. Matthew, and not by St Mark. Now if St 
Mark had St. Matthew's Gofpei lying before him, and de- 
ftgned to make an abridgment of it, it is ftrange he fliould en- 
tirely omit, and not fo much as flightly mention thefe things. 
He could not think that, which an infpired writer had penned, 
not worthy his notice ; if therefore he had had St. Matthew, 
by him when he wrote, it is reafonable to fuppofe he would 
have mentioned thefe things, though he had omitted fome cir- 
cumftances, and done it more briefly. If any perfon were 
now to majce an epitome of St. Matthew, and were in this 
1, ' ' refped 
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refpeft to make it like St. Mark's, I am Jure every one would 
Uame it, as not duly done. Mr. Whifton has made an epi- 
tome of the Gofpel hiftory.; and it is no compliment at all, 
nor a chara&er fo great, as that ingenious performance dc- 
ferves, to fay,, it is a much better epitome of the Gofpels (not 
only in this refpeft, but many others) than St. Mark's Gofpel 
is of St. Matthew's. A juft epitomizer (houjd have at lead: 
the general heads of the hiftory, which he abridges, in his epi- 
tome ; St. Mark has not fo much as this, and therefore Fa- 
ther Simon hath reafoned very juftly on this matter ■ ; "It is, 
« (ays he, worth obferving, that St Mark cannot pafs for a 
<c fimple abbre viator of St. Matthew, becaufe he infills more 
" at lasge, than he doth in fome places ; befides, if he had only 
" a defign to publiftf an epitome of. St. Matthew's Gofpel, 
" he would not have taken away the entire genealogy of Je- 
. u fus Chrift, which makes one of th? moft principal parts of 
" it : it is not the ciiftom of tbofe that epitomize the works 
44 of others, to retrench the moft confiderable part of them." 

• Crttk. Hiftor. ©f thcNew Tcft; Par. 1. c. 10. p. 89. 
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CHAP. X, 

thefixtb Argument, tofrove St. Mark's Gefpel it not an Mfii 
tome of St. Matthew's, vk. heanfe that Supposition make* i*9 
Inspiration more dubious and uncertain \ it makes the Anther 
look like a Plagiary. Two Ohjeitions againft this Argument 
anfwered* The Jhventh Argument, the f up fifing this Gefpei 
an Epiteme detra&sfrom m Honour and Ufifulnofs. Spu 
note* and Father Simon fir this reafrn affort me/I of the 
Boeks of the Old Tejlamenti u he only Epitomes, made one of 
Records that are tojl. LajMft the fuppefing this Qofrel an 
Epitome, invaHdates in a great Meafufe Hi Te/Hmony to the 
Troth of ChriJUanity. Tie E&mgeUfls did net fee one an- 
other's Gefpeh. 

Arg. VI. QT, Mark's Gofpel is not an epitome or abridge 
KJ inept of $t. fyfjttjftew's $ beqaufe the fuppofing 
it to be (o, makes its infpiration more dubious and uncertain. 
That thirGofpel (as well a§ the other hiftorical books, which 
are received into the Canon of the Old and New Teftament) 
was wrote under the conduct and immediate influences of the 
divine Spirit, is what I muft at prefent take for granted. Mr. 
Whifton* when he wrote the proportion, which I am now 
endeayourmg to difprove, believed the writers of the Gofpel 
hiftory to be injpired* y and therefore it is not at all neceflary 
I fliould now undertake the proof of this matter. There is 
only one thing I would offer to Mr. Whifton's confideratiott 
on this head, ^nd that is, that many of the moft antient and 
genuine writers of the Chriftian Church (fuch as Mr.Whifton 
himfelf reckons moft valuable) give us abundant evidence that 
they believed, nay, and fometimes exprefsly make mention of, 
the inspiration of the Gofpel hiftory k . 


a P. 112. and many others, who lived not 

b In this number are Clemens much later than them. 
Romanus, Irenaeus, Jultin Martyr, 

^ Taking 
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Taking it then for granted, tint St. Mark's Gofpd was 
wrote under the eoodud of the divine Spirit, it i$ not reaion~ 
able to fuppofe it to be an epitome of St. Matthew ; to be aa 
epitomizer, and to be imder die immediate influence of the 
Holy Spirit, leems to be a little inconfiftent For if, as Mr* 
Wfcfton fays, Sf. Matthew's GofpeL> lying before binh tuas bis 
guidi in writing bis biftwy^ what need wis there of the infpi~ 
ration and guidance of die Spirit ? If he bad St Matthew's 
Gofpd lying before him, why could he not, without any im<- 
teediate influences from Heaven* transcribe out of it, here a 
piece, and there a piece, of the hiftory, where he had a mind ? 
a perfon endowed with the common and ordinary powers of 
nature, if he were but able to read, might have made as good, 
nay I may venture to fey a much better epitome of St. Mat*, 
thew's Gofpei, dun this of St* Mark's is fuppofed to be. For 
mj party I freely own, that if it could he proved, that St* 
Mark made St. Matthew's Gofpd, lying before him, his main 
guide in writing his hiftory, I ihould very much queftioa 
Whether he were infpired at all or no. The little nccefEty 
there was for inspiration, or the influences of the Spirit, to 
affift a perfon in tranfcribing another man's book, is a fuffi* 
ctent argument, there was no inspiration at all I conclude 
therefore, upon the fuppofition of St. Mark's Gofpei being in* 
iTpired, that it was not tranfcribed or extracted out of St. Mat- 
thew's. 

Befides, to argue further upon die fame fuppofition, how 
odd does it (bund to hear a Chriftian fey; " the Holy Spirit 
u infpired one perfon to write a hiftory, and then infpired an* 

* other perfon to abridge it ? The Holy Spirit thought fit at 

* flrft to have fo much wrote, but then afterwards, that it 
« fhould not be quite fo much/* This is to make the Holy 
Spirit to cut of the fuperfluities of his own works* But this 
is an abfurdity fo great, that no one fure will be willing to de- 
fend ; and yet defended it muft be, and certainly true it is, if 
St. Mark be an epitome of St. Matthew. 

It may indeed be obje&ed here, that the- feme difficulty at- 
tends the account I have given out of the antients, of the ori* 
ginal manner of St. Mark's writing, as does attend the fuppo- 
fition 


( 
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•frtton of his being an epstomizer. It may be &id, infpiration 
-was as little neocflary to St. Mark writing from St. Peter's 
*nouth, as tranfcribing out of St Matthew's Gofpel. 
; To this I think, it isfufitient to aafwer, that, if the. ac- 
•count that has been, given be true, viz. that St. Mark wrote 
what he heard St. Peter preach, the infpiration rnuft be rather 
fuppofed in St* Peter, than in St. Mark, who. was only as his 
fcribe or amanuenfis; and fo no more was required of him, 
than faithfully to write dawn, what St. Peter told him. Hence 
Eufcbius tells out of Clemens Alexandrines, that, when St. 
Mark had Wrote down, what he had, beard St. Peter preach, 
ik. Peter* dwwmbfycumx ofawrd ^uvfian^ by the irrigation qf 
jtk* Holy Spirit^ approved and confirmed this Gojpel t for the ujfe 
■of the Churches*. 

• Arg. VII. St. Mark's Gofpel is not an epitome of St. 
Matthew's, bccaofc die fitppofing it to be fo, detracts from its 
•honour^ and ufefuhtefsi. The enemies of revealed religion may 
-many ways improve fuch a xonceffion, to the lefiening the 
jttft efteem we ought to have for tins iacred Book. To (ay 
this Gcrfpel is only an abridgment of another, makes it liable 
to the opprobrious charge of -being ftolen, and its author to 
the black name of being a plagiary. An epitome indeed of 
-another perfon's work, known and owned to be fuch, is not 
in the leaft liable to this charges but for a perfon to tran- 
fcribe the greateft part of another's book, to publiih it in the 
world under his owit name, without the leaft hint or intima- 
tion, that be did make ufe of that other perfon's book, though 
he have. the beft ends and defigns in his work, will be looked 
upon as*a fort of pious fraud. This is not only, what might 
be reafonably imagined and fuppofed, but has been. really mat- 
ter of raft. For as long fince as the latter end of the fourth 
century (in Jerome's time), Ruffinus plainly called it religiofum 
furtunty a religious theft} and Pigbius, a great advocate for 

» Hift. Eccl. lib. s. c. 15. I taking of St. Mark. Vid. lib. 6. 

own indeed, Eufebius, citing this c. 14.. For the reconciliation of 

account of Clemens in another which difference, I fhall only refer 

place, feems to make it contrary to the reader to ValefiuVs, notes on 


this* as though St. Peter did neither the place laft cited. 

encourage nor difcourage this under* 
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Popery 
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Popery in the beginning of the Reformation, mightily pleated 
himfelf with thefe words of Rufitnus, defigning, fays my au- 
thor Chemnitius % thtreby <to kffen the authority of the Scrip* 
turf. Hence Spinoza and Father Simon (who were two as- 
true enemies, as ever die &cred volume met with) have en- 
deavoured to perfuade us, that the feveral books of die Old 
Teftament, aliri otAjextraHs and abridgments of feme larger 
records. The former (Spinoza), after he had largely endea- 
voured to prove, that the five books of the law were not wrote 
by Mofes, but a long time afterwards, and alfo that the fuc- 
ceeding hiftories of Joflun, Judges, Ruth, Samuel I. and II. 
die books of Kings L and II. were wrote a great many ages 
after the perfons, who are mentioned in them, were dead, 
concludes they were all wrote by Ezra, and that they are only 
epitomes or abridgments of feme larger records^ which he made 
ufe of\ The lame alio is his opinion concerning the. books 
of die Prophets ; " When, fays he, I clofely confider the 
« books of the Prophets, I perceive die prophecies, which are 
44 contained in them, were colle&ed out of other books ; and 
" that they are not in the fame order, in which they were £ud 
" or wrote by the Prophets, &c. Wherefore thefe books ate 
" only fcraps and fragments of the Prophets K" Father Si- 
mon's opinion, and his conje&ure* to fupport it, are fo very 
like thofe of Spinoza, that there can be no doubt but he bor- 
rowed his hints ^however, the greateft part of them) from 
him i he tells us exprefely d , u That it evidently appears* that' 
Ci die moft part of die Holy. Scriptures, that are come to us, 
u are but abridgments and fummaries of antient a&s, which- 
44 were kept in the regiftries of the Hebrews." It is very eafy 


» Pi^usdeletatnrRtiffini ver- 
bis, qui Evangelium Marci vocat 
reUgtofum furtum j ut,.fcilicet, eo 
facUius Scripture auctoritatem pof- 
fetextenuare. Chemnit. Exam. Con- 
cil. 'Trident. Par. i. JDe Script. 
Evangeliit. 

b Traftat. Theolog, Polit. c. 8. 
& c. 9. Hefdras (eum pro praedic- 
torum IibroTum fcriptore habebo)— 
non aliud fecit, ^quam hiftorias ex 
diverfis fcriptoribus colligcre. 


c Cum ad hos (fcil. Prophetas) 
attendo, video Prophetias, quae in 
iis continental", ex aJiis libris col- 
leftas fuiflej neque in hifce eodem 
ordine Temper defcribi, quo ab ipfis 
Prophetis diclae vel fcriptae fiierunt. 
— Quare hi libri non mfi fragment* 
Prupnetaruw font, c. 10. 

d Critic. Hift. of the Old Teft. 
B. I. c. 2. 


to 
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to perceive, the defign of thde gentlemen in this their opinion, 
was to Men the. value and authority of the frciod ScnpOtres ;, 
the former, that he: might banifh at owe aU revealed religion, 
out of the world ; the ktter, that he might advance the ho- 
nour of the Church and prieftbood, to which he belonged. 
And indeed the methed now mentioned, item* to have a very 
natural and direft tendency to the end <tbcy aimed at* It is 
impoffibk to have the ferns vakie Jbr the feared Books, which 
we ooght to have, if we believe thereto be only extra&s out 
of. feme records and regiftries, thtf we know nothing of* 
These is indeed thif «WSer*nte between the opinion of Spi- 
noza and Father Simon, concerning the books of the Old 
Ttftament* and the common one of St. Mark's being an epi- 
tome of St. Matthew, that they fuppofe the original records , 
Out of which the books of the Old Tefiament were taken, are 
all loft, but the book, out of which St. Marie was taken, we 
have ftill; this indeed is true, but let it be considered, that 
this difference, makes them more necefiary arid ufefu), and St. 
'Mark lefe fo. As there could not be any very good reafon, 
which could induce St. Mark, to make an abftrafi of St. Mat- 
thew?* .Gofpel (as has been in part vgued already*), fo it 
could not he (if a mere abridgment) of any great ufe, when it 
was made. Upon what grounds cotdd St* Mark believe bis 
epitome would be more ttfeful than St. Matthew's original? 
An epitome of a hiftory, every particular part whereof is ah* 
falutely necefiary to be known by aU thofe, who could know 
themy would be but of very Jktfe ufe to them, that either had 
or could procure the original. 

Laftly, The fuppofing St. Mark's Gofpel to be tin epitome 
of St. Matthew, does in a great meafure invalidate, and fet 
afide his iejiimny t* the truth <tf the Gofptl hijhry. If his 
Gofpel be taken out of St. Matthew's, then it is evident, that 
his teftimony depends upon, and confequently amounts to no 
more v than the fingle teftimony of St. Matthew, it fe true 
indeed, that an account of a matter of fa&» attefted by one 
Credible and duly qualified witnefc, is Efficient to fetisfy any 

a Pag. 54- 

rcafonable 
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rtiffflWfiHt and unpfejttdiced mbad* and conieqiienuy one of 
the Gdpdk Wotdd bat c been enough, t* hare rendered tfcofir, 
Who rejefted GhtiftiattCy, ineoceufebie} yet fiflce men's *nind$ 
are naturstty fo tempt* the *ioce evidence and teftknomes 
we have, die more flraag «rf aonfermedroc faith is like u> 
be, and we have greater pitfraWtty «f cawmring luxbelievcr*. 
Now, as has been (hi4 if St, Mark's Gofpel be taken out of 
Sr. Menhew's, fcfeofti*i&^ But 

oi» theethtr band, if we receive the accoam we have from aH 
aitfi^it^tfcathe^wpote hisG*fpel*em tfec moath of St. Pe* 
ter; we hove mother very good evidence far the truth of 
Chriflianfty, twain ite ttAanony 4f «ne, wto was continually 
with, our Sariow^^wna dke fctgiaaiag of his pnMtek mutiftry 
tffl his afeenfion. ^ 

Now front all that has been find, I hope it is very resfoft* 
able to conclude, that St. Mark's Gofpel is not an epitome of 
St. Matthew's. If the accounts we have from antiquity be of 
any value^diat lie. wrote k at RxamefhHiiS^ Peter's mouth; 
if he relates the lame ftories much larger than St. Matthew 
does ; if he relates the feme accounts with very difiefenty and 
feemingly contrary circiimftaAces tiathofcof St> Matth e w^ i 
if he gives us ^an account of feverar very confiderablc things 
Which St. Matthew deta not fo modi sa hint at * if he omits 
feveral confideracble hiiloiies j if die fuppofuig this* Gofpel an 
epitome, makes its inipicatkui more dubious and uncertain, 
and invalidates its teftimony to the truth of Chciftianity \ if 
all thefe things are fo, then there can be nothing more reason- 
able, than to cofldude, that St.Jkfari'r Gofrti h mt an ep* 
tme ef'Sti Matthew's. . ' 

I might, if it were neceffary, carry this matter fcmewhaC^ 
further, and make it at leaft probable, that neither of die three 
Evangelifts (St. Matthew, St. Mark, or St. Luke) had fo 
much as feen the Gofpel of the other, when be himfelf wrote. 
For had either of them feen the Gofpel of the other, it is. very 
probable they would hot have gone about to write the lame 
things, which were wrote before : and hence it is very ohferv* 
able that St. John, who (as will appear hereafter) few the Qof- 
pels of the other three, does not relate the feme fa£ts, which 

'he 
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he &w the other three had done before him. I am partly be- 
holden to Mr. Le Clerc * >for this observation, and partly to 
the learned Mr. DodweU \ who endeavours -alfo by feverat 
other arguments, to prove the point I ant now contending for. 
Upon the whole, that which -is inoft probable, is, that die 
Evangelifts, who.wese ioittered up and down the earth, into 
very dtftant countries* 4 to pecach die Gofpel j by the folici ta- 
ttoo and importunity of thde whom they converted, were pre- 
vailed upon to write down the fubftaoce of what they had 
preached to them;. in which good undertaking* God by hid 
Spirit was pleafed toaffift them, keeping them from all error, 
leading them (according to his pramife, John xvi. 13.) into all 
truf& f mi bringing (as our Saviour had foretold he flwttld do, 
John xiv. 26.) all things to their remembrance^ whatever he 
bad /aid unto them. 


» 
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til* 


If it bt allowed that ft. Mark did epitomize St. Matthew $ it 
will not* from thence follow f that our prefent Copies of St. 

* Afot&ew are mifpiactd> and contrary to the Order \ originally 
'mended by the EvangetiJF* ••..■-.■ 

QIKCE then St, Mark did not make ufe of St. Matthew's 
^ Gofpel in compiling of his, it is very evident, that Mr. 
•Whiflon hath failed in his main proofs in what he calls his 


» *■ Qgoi qii'Uft a'aient pas vu les 
ecrits les uns des autres: car ils 
n'atfroient pas redit ce qu'ils au- 
roient vu aroit et6 poblie avant 
euXx Airtoiit par des Apotre*. Aufll 
romarcjue-t-on que St. * Jean,* qui a 
vu Jafl$ doufe les autres EvatigHes, 
a evite de redire les memes choies. 
See his 4 French* Tefti at Lulc. i. i . 
•*. Sed et *eliquos ab invicem non 


* • 


fuifle vifos Evangeliftas vel exindt 
fufpicio eit, quod primo illi prsedi- 
cationis anno res geftas duntaxat e~ 
narrent 5 ireftquorum annorura Paf- 
chatumoue aiemqriam (bias confer- , 
iravit '§. Joannes fevangelifta : uftde 
poflet qui i' fortaffe coUigere, vHa 
eiTe ab.eo et probata, fuppIetaQue 
decefibrum Evangeliai Diflertat. 
i. tolren, §4 39* 

mojt 
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mft autbeniick evidence > zxd meft. convincing argument ^ to 
prove, that the farmer part of St. Matthew' i Oojpelihour pre* 
font copies is very much nrifplaced s contrary to the method cri- 
ginally intended bytbe EvangeUjl. .But 

II. If it were to be granted that St. Mark did abridge St. 
Matthew* yet it would by no mem foikmr,' that our prefent 
copies pf&t, Matthew's Gifpel are not. in their true undfirjt in- 
tenjej . order. Let 41s then feppofe St* Mark's Gofpel to bo 
an epitope, and fcoofktar how Mr. Whifton' does argue upon 
that ^ppofidon. w Il^fiiyj he 9 St. Marie was the epitomizer 
a of St Matthew, and had. his hiftory before him, when he 
<c wrote his own ? it will follow, that either that copy of St. 
u Matthew, which he made ufe of, was in a different order 
u from, that which we now have (in the chapters under confi* 
" deration) j pr elfe that he knew the order of hts copy to b» 
u wrong, and contrary to the original one, and fo reduced it in 
" his epitome to the true and regular feries of events, which 
" he learned from St. Peter. Now dither of thefe is fuffideat 
" for my prefent purpofe j for it is evident that St. Mark does 
"not obferve the order of the prefent copies of St. Matthew 
" (wlu>mheepiipmizes)»inthatpart we are fpeaking of. tec." 

This is Mr. Whifton's arguing ; but, with fobmiifion to 
fo great a judgment, I tbjnk.it is, very, for from being conclu- 
five >5 as will very .evidently appear, by the following confedera- 
tion; viz. St. Marfe making ufe of a copy, of St. Matthew^ 
Gofpel, which was exaclly the fame with .our prefent copies 
of that Gofpel, might deviate and recede from St. Matthew's 
order, and yet not believe that order to be wrong, and contrary 
to the original -one intended by St. Matthew. Mr. Whifton 
has here very artificially joined two things together, as the 
fame, which are certainly different. To be wrong in refpeel of 
the order oftime y and to be contrary to the original copy y are cer* 
tainly two things very diftindh St. Mark's being fuppoftd 
an epitome of St. Matthew's, proves indeed the former, viz. 
thi t he believed St. Matthew not to have obferved the order 
of time in every particular, but not the latter. Why might he 

* P. ,101. 

t , not. 
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not, even having St. Matthew's Gofpel lying before him, 
fometimes relate his hiftorics tit a different order from that of 
St. Matthew i He might eafily perceive it was not St. Mat- 
thew's defign (as indeed it was not his own in every parti- 
cular inftance), »to relate all things exafify in the order, in 
which they came t* pofs $ and therefore mighty if at any time 
be law juft occa&m, recede from his order. Certainly this 
is a much more reafonable fuppofition, than that our prefent 
copies of St. Matthew are fo much confufed an&dSferdcreiL 
For making the matter more clear, I would iMuftrate my ar- 
gument by the following example. 

Let us fkppofe,, that, when Lucius Florus mode his abridg- 
ment of Livy's Htftety, there were: fevend branches of it, 
which were not placed by Livy exadly according to the order 
of time, in which they cam* to paft, but interfperfed up and 
down in the hiftory, as theeircumftaoces required. Let us 
foppofe further, that Floras in his epitome had taken every 
one of thefc particulars, and placed diem according to the moft 
cxaA order of time, in which they came to pafs* Are we un— 
^er any neeeffity of concluding) either that Florus knew his 
Copy of Livy to be wrong, and contrary to the original one, 
or that the copies of Livy are fince corrupted and diferdertd ? 
By no means* Now this is cxadly the cafe here, and there- 
fore I conclude, that although St. Mark did make ufe of St. 
Matthew's Gofpel in writing his, yet it does not follow, that 
our prefent copies of St. Matthew are confufed and mifpi^ccd. 


<CHAP< 
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CHAP. XII. 

The particular Branches of St. Matthew* s Go/pel, which Mr* 
Wh\flon fuppofes mifplaced* Four Propofttions for the difco- 
verikg the true Order of Time in the Gojpel Hiflory. Se- 
veral of thofe Branches which Mr. Whijhn fuppofes mif- 
plaua\ are fo far from that, that they are in the exatl Order 
of Time, in which they came to pafs. Inftances of this pro- 
duced. , 

IN the following pages * Mr, Whifton proceeds to (hew, 
which thofe feveral branches or periods of $t. Matthew's 
Gofpel are, which he fuppofes mifplaced in our prefent copies, 
and contrary to the order, originally intended by the Evan- 
gelift. They are contained in that part of the hi (lory, which 
is from the twenty-third verfe of the fourth^ to the end of the 
thirteenth chapter* 

For the ufe of thofe, who may not haye Mr. Whifton'* 
book, I thought it proper particularly to fet them down j that 
,the reader himfelf may, from the rules hereafter laid down, 
judge concerning thofe, which I do not particularly confider. 

The periods of St Matthew 9 s Gojpel y which , according to Mr, 
tWbi/ion, are mifplaced in our prefent copies. 

i. The Sermon near the mount, in the fifth/ fixth, and 
feventh chapters j together with fome verfes at the end of the 
fourth, and part of the eighth chapter belonging thereto. 

2. The voyage to the Gergefenes, towards the end of the 
eighth chapter. 

3. The healing of the paralytick, die calling of Levi, his 
feaft, and the difcourfe at it, in the former part of the ninth 
chapjter. 

4. The healing Jairiis's daughter, with the woman that 

* P. 103, 104, &c. 
V.QL. III. Q. h*i 
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had the flux of blood in the way thither, of two blind meri as 
he went thence, and of a dumb demoniac juft afterwards ', to- 
wards the conclufion of the ninth chapter* 

5. The miffion and inftru&ion of the twelve Apoftles, in 
the tenth chapter. 

6. The meflage from John in prifon, with our Saviour's 
tnfwer, and the following difcourfee, in the eleventh chapter. 

7*. The vindication of the difciples plucking the ears of 
corn, with the healing the withered hand on the Sabbath, and 
Chrift's avoiding the defigns'againft hhn, in the beginning of 
the twelfth chapter, 

8. The healing a blind and dumb man, and Chrift's vin- 
dication of himfelf from the imputation of calling out devils 
by Beelzebub, with many difcourfes and parables following, ih 
the reft of the twelfth, and almoft the whole thirteenth chap- 
ter. 

9. The cure of the leper, juft after the Sermon on the 
mount. 

. " 10. The cure, of Peter 's wife's mother, towards the middle 
of the eighth chapter. 

1 1 . Chrift's anfwer to two, that were ready to follow him, 
fucceeding the former* 

12. His coming the fecond time to Nazareth, in the end of 
the thirteenth chapter. . , 

Thefe are the twelve branches of S.t. Matthew's Gofpel, 
every one of which Mr. Whifton fuppofes to be mifplaced, 
and put, in our prefent copies, out ©f their true and originally 
intended order. Any one that confiders thefe feveral branches, 
their number, fize, &c. will he furprized to find fuch difor- 
ders here, and not fo much as one fingle disorder in all the 
•other part of this, or either of *the other Gofpek. But of this 
I fhall fay more hereafter. My bufinefs now Avail be to con- 
sider the matter of faft, viz. whether thefe feveral periods are 
mifplaced, or not. In order to the more clear difcuffing of 
which queftion, I fliall lay down the following propofi- 

tions* - 

Prop. 


J. ... 

chap:* xiii * of J/. Mitttew's Gtfpei. • §1 

Prop; I. Sometimes each of the three Evangelijts y St. Mat-' 
thetVy St.' Marky and St. Luke^ have related matters in a difL 
firent vrder of time ^ front that in which they cdme'to fcffs; * 

That-feveral portions- of St> MatthewV Gofpel are not 
row according to the ©refer of time, in which the things came 
to ftefs^i's,' I thmk, agreed by all, except the Whifrfftcfcl Ofi- 
andcr, and after him Molintews, and Cedom&ftnus. That fit* 
Lttke-dW not defign in-aR thmgs to obferve the order xf time* 
hasWn already proved a . ^hat-Sfe, Martc did «et is alfo evi- 
dent^ •bteauTe he in feveraT -partieufer ktftances *gme« with 
the order of St. Luke, which is not the order of time, as hat 
feefch already hinted, and will more fully appear hereafter. 

II* The principal and abntft only methods ofdifcovering^ whe± 
they- d?t) particular trfarter-lk in ks proper orderoftime 3 or noty 
in the Gofpel Hijlory^ are -thefe two, vi*.. . . . v 

K .By confidfrittg the pbtafes of tranjMen of connexion > by 
which it is joined^ either to 'that which pre&dH> vr that tithick 
foUouri itn *'r both* > 

2. By comparing it -with the fame bi/hry, -in one or more ef 
the other Gofpels* 

This is fufficiently evident to any one, who has in th* 
lead considered the harmooy of the Gofpels, Sometimes 
there are indeed feme circumftances in the ftory itfelf, which 
infallibly direct us, where it is to be placed ; but this is what 
happens but very rarely in the.Qofpel hrftory. 

III. The phrafes, by which the EvangeUfts. do conneB one 
Jlory or difcourfe to another, are very often fucb y as do not at all 
imply an immediate fuceefjion^ in point of time > to that which pre- 
cedes it in the hi/lory. < 

For the proof of this, I need only refer the reader, to what 
has been already faid above,, Qh. V. and defire him withal 
to confider, that the phrafes or notes I mean, are fuch as thefe; 

nal lyivwo' l$w» &* xcel t\$w*' totpmacTw* ii 9 xai avoids to to/a*' 8cc. 

and it came to pafs ; and fefus feeing j and Jefus coming ; at 
he walked \ and opening his mouth ; &c. Thefe are evidently 
litcfy as can be no way notes of the order of time. 1 would 


•' P. 30, &cl. 

Qj*. *nly 
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only obferve here further, that fuch as thcfe are generally the 
phrafes, that conned the parte of the Gofpel hiftory. 

IV. On the other hand, fometimes two flories or difcourfes 
an connected by fuch a pbrafe y as does neceffarily imply the im<- 
mediate fucceffion of one to. the other 9 in point of time. 

- This will be evident by mentioning a few of them : they 

are fuch as thefe; xar«C«rr» £i avrZ awl rS epttf xfti fti" ravra 

*vtv **>£rro{ avrot*' i> Utttn *y fyf &c. And when he was come 
down from the mountain; and behold \ while he /pake thefe 
things unto them j behold there came > in that hour or inftan^ 
fSc. 

Coroll. Hence it follows, that, if any two of the Evan* 
gelifts appear tp relate a fa£fc in a different order from the 
third, and do not make ufe of fuch a note, as neqeflarily joins 
it with the preceding . or fubfequent part of the hiftory ; the 
other Evangelift, who does ufe fuch a note, muft be fuppofed 
to have obferved the order of time. 

This obfervation is not only very juft and reafonable, but 
neceffary ; the' want of which has apparently produced many 
miftakes in the compilers of Gofpel harmonies, who have too 
often made the agreement of two Evangelifts (commonly St. 
Mark and St* Luke) the rule of placing a ftory, without re- 
garding the manner of its connexion with the preceding or 
following ftory. 

Thefe things premifed, I will endeavour to prove the two 
following particulars, which will be a fufficient confutation of 
Mr. Whifton's propofition. 

I. Several of thofe branches, which Mr, Whifton fuppofes 
mifplaced, and contrary to the order originally intended by St. 
Matthew, are fo far from that, that they are not out of the 
proper order of time, in which they came to pafs. 

* II. It does not appear, that any of thofe, which are in our 
prefent copies placed contrary to the order of time, are con- 
trary to the order originally intended by St. Matthew. 

I. Several of thofe branches, which Mr. Whifton fuppofes 
mifplaced, and contrary to the order originally intended by St» 
Matthew, are fo far from that, that they are not out of the 
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proper order of time, in which they came to pafs. This will 
' appear by the two follQwing inftances. 

i. The hiftory of the perfon whom our Lord cured of his 
leprofy, Matt. viii. 2 — 5. is not mifplaced, but in the proper 
order of time in which it came to pafs. It is placed by St. 
Matthew (fuppofing our prefent copies of that Gofpel to be 
right) as what happened immediately upon our Saviour's de- 
fcent from the mountain, where he had been preaching ; 
whereas, fays Mr. Whifton, that miracle was feme months be- 
fore fhat fermon* I own indeed, feveral of the Gofpel harmo- 
nizers are of the fame opinion, and the reafon why they are fo 
is, becaufe they found St. Luke (and perhaps St. Mark) to 
have placed this ftory a considerable time before the Sermon 
on the mount. This indeed is true ; but then it muft be ob- 
ferved, thatthefe two Evangelifts have related this miracle with- 
out any exprefs notation of the time*, when it was wrought. 
There is no circumftance, nor phrafe, which connefts it, ei- 
ther to the foregoing or the following part of the hiftory : fee 
Mark i. 40. and ii. 1. and Luke v. 12, 17. On the other hand, 
as it ftands in our prefent copies of St. Matthew (as Mr* 
Whifton rightly obferyes), it is immediately fubj dined to the 
Sermon on the mount* in fuch a manner, as implies it to have 
happened jujl upon Chrijfs defcent from the mount* I appeal 
then to any unprejudiced perfon, whether it be not more rea- 
fonable to fuppofe, the other two Evangelifts have placed this 
ftory out of the order of time, as fometimes they are wont to 
do > than that it is tranfpofed in our prefent copies of St. Mat- 
thew. This (viz. the prefent order of St. Matthew) will be 
abundantly confirmed, if we confider, that there is a very good 
reafon to be afligned, why the two other Evangelifts have re- 
lated this ftory out of its proper order ; viz. becaufe it was 
wrought in a place, where the other miracles, which they had 
jtt/l before given an account of were done. They had before 
been giving an account of two miracles, which our Lord had 

* Haec autem eadem leprofi mi- tempus atque urdinem fignificat his 

ractflofe fanati hiftoria narratur a verbis, Cum defcendijfet de monte, 

Marco c. i. 4.0. et a Luca c.v. 12. &c. Et ecce, &c. Car. Mar. de 

led iblus Matthacus hujos miraculi Veil, ad loc. 

Q^3 wrought 
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wrought at Capernaum, via. the . qafting out the unclean 
fpirit in the fyhagogue there : and after that* the recovery of 
Peter's mother inJaw from a fever (Mark i. 23^-29, &c. arid 
Luke iv. 33 — 38, &c.) in the fame town. Kow this miracle 
of the leper's cure bging done at this pkce> they mention i£ 
here together with thofe other miracle though it was really 
done at another time. Indeed it is true, St. Luke relates, 
ch. v. j, &c. the call of the fou/ Apoftles between thefe two 
miracles, and that of the leper- j but this .is a very great con- 
firmation of the foregoing obfervati©n> becaufe this call of the 
Apoftles hath been already proved t not to be in the order of 
time a , and fo is for the fame reafori placed here, be&ufe it 
was in the city or fuburbs of Capernaum. If what has been 
faid be duly confidered, I cannot but think it will prove this 
branch of St. Matthew's hiftory to be in the proper order of 
time. And indeed, if it be not proved, I muft do Mr. Whif- 
ton's hypothefis that juftice to own, that it is, as to this in- 
fiance, moll certainty true : if the ftory of the leper be not in 
the proper order of time, either there muft be a tranfpofition 
in the hiftory, or St. Matthew was miftaken, which no body 
will fuppofe. Hence I cannot but wonder that Dr. Lights 
foot, Mr. Le Clere, and others, have in their Harmonies, left 
St. Matthew's order, and followed that of St. Mark and St# 
Luke. I cannot fee how they could join the firft and fifth' 
verfe of this chapter, without fuppofing a tranfpofition, which 
yet they certainly never thought of* Chemnitius b , Ofiander, 
and fome few, more, are much more confident with them- 
felves ; who imagine this in St. Matthew, and that in St. 
Mark and St. Luke, to be different miracles ; though there 
feems to be no foundation for this fuppofition, but only the 
difference in time. 

What Mr. Whifton offers in defence of his opinion (vifc. 
that this miracle was not wrought at this time), certainly very 
well deferves to be confidered. " St. Matthew," fays be, u ,as, 
" well as the other Evarfgelifts, relates our Saviour's caution 


* P. 30* b Hanr.on, Evang. c. 4-a. 
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■ 

? to the leper, to keep the miracle fecret; Seem man knew it } 
" which certainly fhews, it was not done (o publickly as hi* 
w prefent order implies, viz. when the multitude was pre- 
« fen*" 

: To this I anfwer, that our Lord may very well be fuppofed 
to givje this charge of fecrecy to the leper, when the multi- 
tudes were prefent ;. becaufe we have an inftance of his doing 
the fame, at another time, where a tranfpofttion cannot poffibly 
be fuppofed. The place I refer to, is Matt. xii. 15, 16. And 
great multitudes followed him, and he healed; them ally and 
charged them, that theyjhould hot make him known. Betides,* 
there may be very good reafons affigned, why our\Lord fhould 
give this charge in the prefence of a multitude, viz. . 

1. That it might appear to the multitude, that he was not 
at all fond or ambitious of human applaufe y and Jo withal fet his 
% difeiples a lively pattern ofmodefty and humility. Our blefled 
Saviour himfelf tells us, that be fought not to advance his own 
glory ; John viii. 50, This was a character, which our Lord 
not only deferred, but which he feemed peculiarly careful tri 
eftablifh. To do this he had now (when he was come down 
from the mountain) a very fair opportunity. He could at 
once give a whole multitude to underftand, that he did not 
affe<ft or cpvet popular applaufe - y See thou tell^no man ; i. e. 
do not pubtifo and Blaze abroad the cure that%is wrought for 
thee ; / defire not the honour ', that men wilMe apt to give me on 
fuch an account. What could the people who were prefent 
conclude, but that he was a perfon of the utmoft modefty? 
Beiides, our Saviour was not only careful to be thought hum- 
ble himfelf, but was concerned that his difciples fhould learn 
ofhim 9 and imitate his example in this refpe&: hence he tells 
them, Matt. xi. 29. to learn of him ifor 9 fays he, lam meek and 
lowly in heart, Now here, in the prefence of the multitude, 
he had a very fit feafdn to recommend the praftice of this vir- 
tue to them by his own example. u Hence" fays Theophy- 
la& », <c our Lord, by this caution, teaches us, that we are not 

» 

* Vid. eum ad Marc. i. 

Q.4 « to 
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* to make oftentatton of our virtues." And to the feme 
purpofe, Cornelius a Lapide, Zegerus , and many other learned 
men s . 

2. It is not at all abfurd, mat our Saviour mould give the 
leper this charge of fecrecy, in the prefence of the multitude ; 
becaufe hereby he gave them a very plain intimation, that be 
did notdefign tofet up a temporal kingdom in the world \ and ft 
ufed a very likely means to prevent the ill eonfequences of their 
entertaining fuch an opinion of him* Every body knows the 
Jewifh nation had this expectation from the Mdffiah, that, 
when he came, he would deliver them from their fubjedion 
to the Roman power, and reftore their kingdom to its antient 
grandeur. This is evident from abundance of paffages in the 
New Teftament b * Now it is very evident* our Lord took 
all poflible methods to prevent the Jews from entertaining this 
opinion of him. As foon as he perceived their defign to pro** 
claim him a king, he retired, and went from them all into a 
mountain alone, John vi* 15. Nay it is x>bfervable, that our 
Lord fomuch declined this character; that, for this very rea- 
fon, he forbad his difciples to publifh him as the Chrift : 
Matt. xvi. 20. Then charged he bis difciples, that tbeyjba&ld tell 

• , Id juflk ad fitandam oftenta- ique etoient viofens. It appears by 

tionem, et ut no^ doceret, virtutes this petition, that the wifaof Zebe- 

dotefque noftras non iaftare. It^ dee, and her fons (to whom St. 

Chryioftomus. Come* a Lapi<J. ad Mark attributes this petition), were 

loc. , always in expectation of a temporal 

Noverat quidem Dominus illos kingdom, notwithftanding all that 

non tacituros (he is fpeaking of a Jefus Chrift was able to fay to the 

like inftance) ; verura hoc tta pj*«- contrary, ibvery great were the pre- 

cipiens, nobis voluit hurnllitatis judices of the Jewifti nation. he 

contemnendaeque gloriae praebere ex- Clerc on Matt. xx. 22. This is 

tmplum. Zeger. ad Mat. ix. 50. confirmed alfo by the.difbcrurfe of 

b Hence it was, that the mother the two diiciples, after our Lord's 

of Zebedee's fons came with her pe- refurrectiort, Luke xxiv, ax. We 

tition, that her fdns might have the trufled that it bad been be, njobkb 

bigheft pofts in his kingdom. If Jhould have redeemed I/rael. And 

paroit par cette demande, que la St. John tells us (ch. vi. 14, 15.), 

rerrfme ae Zebedle^ et fes fils (& qui that when they were convinced by 

St. Marc attribue cette demande a miracle, which our Lord had 

ch. x. 35.) s'attendoient toujours wrought, that he was the trueMe£- 

a un regne tempore!, quoique Jfelus fiah, they immediately were for pro- 

Chrift leur eut tm dire au contraire, claiming and making him a king, 
tant les prejuges de la nation Juda- 

no 
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no man that he was "Jefus the Chri/t. He knew, that the idea 
of the Meffiah, and that of a temporal prince, were almoft the 
feme in the minds of the Jews, at leaft that the idea of the 
one implied, and was infeparable from, the other ; and there- 
fore, that he might avoid the fufpicion of the latter, he would 
not, till after his refurredion, be publickly owned as the for- 
mer. He knew, if he had indulged them in this their opinion 
of him, feditions, tumults, and infurre£Hons, muft neceflarily 
have enfued. By this he had too Toon drawn upon him the 
fufpicion of the Roman governor, and fo had been hindered to 
go through die time of his publick miniftry, ^hich he de- 
signed. And now by this it appears, that a caution given to 
the leper, not to publiih what was done for him, was not un- 
reafonable, though in the prcfence of the multitude. Hereby 
they could not but perceive, that our Saviour had no defign to 
draw great multitudes after him ; which was the moft likely 
method to advance him to a temporal kingdom. They could 
not but conclude, he was againft being popular, and conse- 
quently againft being made a king. This undoubtedly was 
that, which, among other reafons^ influenced our Saviour to 
give the leper this caution ; for we find that* the leper difo- 
beytng our Lord's commands, and publifhing his cure, he was 
for that reafon obliged to retire, and could no more enter into 
the city, Mark i. 45. Hence it is well obferved by Mr. Le 
Clerc, in an inftance like this, that our Saviour commanded 
fccrecy, that " he might not draw a great multitude of people 
" after him, for fear of a fufpicion, which might be enter- 
u tained, that he had no defign but to raife a rebellion V 

3. It was not abfurd for our Saviour, at this time, to give 
the leper a caution of fecrecy ; becaufe his cafe and circum- 
ftances, notwithftanding'the prefence of the multitude, feemed 
neceflarily to require fuch a caution. Under the Jewifh dif- 
penfation, a perfon, that had been leprous, and now fuppofed 
himfelf cured, was, by divine appointment, obliged to fubmit 


* Leur defendit (tenparkri^oxa citer quelque fedition. Lc Clcre 

ne pas s'attirer plus de foule, de or Matth. ix. 30. See alio Dr. 

peur du foup9on, que Ton pouvoit Hammond on Matth. viii. 4. 
tormer, qifil ne chachat qu 1 a ex- 


himfelf 
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timfelf to the examination of the Prieft, whether it wece fo or 

» 

got > Levit. xiii. Now had this miraculous cure of his been 
fpread abroad) and reached the Prieft's cars, before this was 
done, there feems to have been danger of the two following 
ill confequences. 

1. Very probably the malice of the Pr lefts would have car* 
xied them fo far, that when they found he was cured bj a per- 
Con, whom they fo mortally hated, they would not have pro* 
pounced him clean. This is the opinion of Grotius, Le 
Clerc, Dr. Whitby, &e. Far the confirmation of it, Grotius 
urges, that the miracle was wrought in Galilee, a great dif- 
t^nce from Jerufalem, where the Priefts were \ and that our 
Saviour (according to St. Mark's account, ch. i. 4.3.) fent 
him away in hafte, left the fame of the miracle fhould reach 
t^e Priefis* ears, before he could get there. 

2. Had this ftory been told to the Priefts, it is. very likely 
it would h^ve raifed their malice againft our Saviour, and in- 
cited them to persecute him, under the fpecious pretence of his 
having taken upon him, to do that which belonged to the 
qffice, and was the fole prerogative, of the Priefts *, viz. pro- 
nouncing a leprous perfon clean* 

From all that has been faid, I think it i* very reafonable to 
conclude, that our Saviour might give the leper a charge, not 
to publifh what was done for him, till he had been with the 
Prieft, though there were feveral people prefer* when the cure 
was wrought - y and then there feems not to be any reafon, but 
we may conclude this hiftory is in its proper order of time. 

2. Another inftance of a hiftory, which in our prefent co- 
pies is in its due and proper order of time, and yet fuppofed by 
Mr. Whifton to be mifplaced, is that of the two perfons, who 
came to our Saviour, profeifing their readinefe to follow him, 
Matth. viii- 19, &c. It is placed in St. Matthew, between 
our Saviour's ordering a fhip to be got ready, and his entering 


* II femble que notre Seigneur ne mind to draw upon himfelf the ha- 

vouloit pas s'attirer la haine des fa- tred of the Priefts, to whom the Law 

crificateurs, a qui la Loi donnoit le had given the power of judging, 

droit de juger, fi un homme etoit whether a perfon was cured or his 

gueri de la lepre, 011 non. It is leproly, or not. Le Clerc ad loc. 
probable, our Saviour had not a 

into 
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into it. And there cannot be any probable reafon affigned f 
why it fhould be placed any where elfe ; for 

I* It is a hi/lory not mentioned by either of the other Evan- 
geli/ls. St. Luke indeed (ch. ix. 57, &c.) Has an account ex- 
ceedingly like this 5 but Mr. Whifton himfelf (as well as fe- 
veral other harmonizers) fuppofes thefe to be two different 
hiftories; and confequently the order of time, in this inftance, 
is hot to be proved from either of the other Evangelifts. 

2. The circumftances of the hijfory are allfuch as agree very 
exaSily, with that part of St. Matthew's hiJlory y in which it is 
placed in our prefent copies. At what time is it more likely to 
fuppofe, that perfons (hould come to Chrift, and declare their 
willingnefs to go along with him, than juft then, when they 
had heard him give orders to get a (hip ready, to go to ano- 
ther country ? And when could our Saviour more properly 
make the anfwer, which he here does (viz. The foxes have 
holes j and the birds of the air have nejis y but the fon of man 
hath not where to lay his head) y than at this time, when he was 
leaving his own habitation and city, and going to travel in a . 
ftrange country? There cannot be any place in the whole 
Gofpel hiftory, where it will be more agreeable to the con- 
text, than here. Mr. Whifton has however placed it aftert 
this voyage to the Gergefenes, which as, I think, no one be- 
fides him has done, fo no good reafon can be alEgned for his 
doing fo. The reafons which he offers for his placing it thus, 
are, 

I. That thefe accounts are a in our prefent copies^ interpofed 
between two verfes, which are perfeftly coherent^ and have a 
manifejl connexion without them. This is indeed true, but - 
does not imply the leaft absurdity in St. Matthew's prefent or- 
der. This branch is only a relation of fomething, which 
came to pafs between our Saviour's ordering his difciples to 
get a (hip ready, and his going into it. It is true,, if it had 
been entirely omitted, and St. Matthew had told us of our Sa- 
viour's entering into the fhip, immediately after he had given 
ocders to prepare it, the connection had been very good and 
juft : but if a ftory be told of fomewhat, which happened in 
the mean time, it does not at all fpoil the connexion, as evi- 
dently 
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dently appears by confidering it. Ver. 18. our Saviour 
gives commandment to fome of his difciples, to go down out 
bf the city to the fea-fide, to prepare a veflel to carry them 
over to the other fide : when they were gone, and while the 
Jhip was getting ready (as Dr. Wells rightly paraphrafes the 
place), or preparing for their departure (as Dr. Whitby), thefe 
perfons came to our Saviour \ he gave them their anfwers j and 
then went on board a . 

2. Mr, Whifton further argues, €t that the, nature of our 
cc Saviour's anfwer to the Scribe, ver. 20. (The foxes have 
w holes , and the birds of the air have nejls j but the fon of man 
" hath not where to lay his head) plainly (hews, that thefe ac-' 
a counts ought to follow the voyage to the Gergefenes. For 
u fuch an anfwer (fays he) there could be no N occafion before 
this voyage; but after it, when he had been juft expelled 
by the Gergefenes, there was the fitteft opportunity ima- 
<c ginable for fuch a complaint." Mr. Whifton will excufe 
me that I am forced to obferve, that he Has not been fo cau- 
tious, as he is wont to be, in this matter. The place, which 
he affigns to this branch of the hiftory in his Harmony, does 
moft evidendy overthrow his own argument for placing it as 
he does. This will undeniably appear, if we* confider, that 
the place (according to our prefent copies of St. Matthew) 
where our Saviour had this conference with the Scribe, was 
Capernaum, which is called Chrift's own city, and lay clofe 
by the fea-lide. This is manifeft by the context. Now, 
fays Mr. Whifton, at the place, where it is faid to be'in our 
prefent copies of St. Matthew, i.e. at Capernaum, there could 
be no occafion for that anfwer, The foxes have holes , the birds 
&c. (the reafon of which muft be, becaufe our Saviour was 
then in his own city, where his habitation was) ; and yet in 
his Harmony he bas himfelf placed this very fame hiftory at 
Capernaum, when our Saviour was returned home b . A plain 


* Dumque alii ex difcipulis artis voluntatem ipfi prpponentes, et quik 

nautic» periti praeeunt, ut navem que eorum feoi fim luum reiponfum 

parent, atque Dominum venicntem a Domino accipit. Chemn. Harm • 

fuicipiant, in via ipfum fcriba, et Evang. cap. 63. 

imus ex difcipulis adeunt, animi fui * P. 301. 

inftance, 
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inftance, how far the minds of the moft learned men are biaffed 
by their favourite and preconceived opinions, I conclude 
therefore, that this branch alfo of St, Matthew's hiftory is ft> 
far from being mifplaced, that it is in its proper order of time. 
It wouldbe tedious to prove this of all the other inftances, A 
due application of the rules laid down in the beginning of this 
chapter, will {hew us, that there are feveral of the other 
branches, that are in the order of time in which they came to 
pals, which are not only by Mr. Whifton, *but fome other?, 
fuppofed not to be fo. 


cea p. xiii. 

None ofthofe Branches , which Are not according to thf Order of 
Time^ in this' Part of St. Matthew 9 s Gojpel, are mifplaced. 
This evidenced by conjidering feveral of them. 

IL A LTHOUGH there are feveral paragraphs or periods 
XjL in this part of St. Matthew's hiftory, which are not 
according to the order of time ; yet it does not appear ', that any 
of them are mifplaced* or put into an order \ different from that 
originally intended by the Evangeli/l, It having been already 
proved, that thefe (acred writers did not always interfd ftricUy 
to. obferve that order, in which the fads they relate came to 
pais j it follow?, that we are not haftily to conclude, that a 
hiftory is mifplaced^ becaufe it is not in that order. This i* 
for the moft part Mr. Whiftpn's argument, there being in fe- 
veral of the particulars, which be aflerts to be mifplaced, not 
ib much as an attempt to prove any more, than that they arc. 
not in the true order of time ; though, in other inftances, there 
fecms at the. firft fight to be fomething more. 

For the clear difcuffing of this matter, I muft obferve, that 
tbtalmoft only met body by which it is poffible to dif cover whether 
aflory be mifplaced or not^ is by conjidering the notes of its ^cohe- 
Xtnce with ■* the context* If it be apparent, by comparing any 

period. 


1 02 A Vindication of the firmed Part * feHAP. XHi. 

period of the hiftory with the other Evangeltfts, thatit is not 
in its proper order of time, and if it have fttch a note of cohe- 
rence, as neceflarily joins it with die foregoing or following 
ftory (as it ftands in bar prefent copies) ; we nroft eondude, 
either that the Evangelift was miftaken in writing, or that 
our copies are corrupted and altered, fitrce he wrote. The 
queftiori then in this matter lies principally in this, viz. i&he- 
x ther in this part of St. Matthew* s Go/pel, there are any periods 
K tf the' hiftory J which are not in the vrder of time ; and yft^'as 
they Hand in our prefent copies, are neceffitrily contiecJedy either 
with the foregoing or following part of the hi/lory. Of this 
fort there is not one ; but, on the other hand, all thofe that are 
really out of the order of time, are laid by the Evangelift in 
his hiftory, in fuch a manner, as plainly evidences that he had 
no defign that we (houid believe, that he intended to place 
them in that order. 

I do not think it neceflary, diftin&ly to confider all theie 

particular branches, becaufe, in fo doing, I (hall be obliged to 

a dull repetition of the fame things again and again; I fliall 

only mention fome, and, among them, thofe which feem moft 

iCoafiderable. 

The cure of Peter's, mother-in-law, ch. viii. 14, &c. is 
.placed by St. Matthew after the Sermon on the Mount; 
whereas it is plain, from the other EvangeMfts, that this mi- 
racle was wrought a coniiderable time before. But then it is 
introduced by St. Matthew, and laid in his hiftory in fuch a 
•manner, as makes it plain, that he haul no defign we (hould 
think it was in the order of time. He. begins it thus, Ka) 
fr&aio 'Uav<; ek rb Mixt ilrr^, &c. and when Jefus was come 
into Peter's houfe* &c. But on the other hand, St. Mark and 
St. Luke have fo corme&ed this ftory with the former, that it 
is irtipoffible to feparate* the one from the other. They both 
-agree that our Saviour went from the fynagogue immediately 
to St. Peter's houfe, and there wrought this miracle: fee 
Mark i. 29, &c. and Luke iv. 38, tor. * 

The 


• Marcus certiorenv notattonem- fefhtm efrMattteuro— non fervafle 
*empo#is et ordinis fcrvat.— -Mani- ordincm— unde et tali ufus eft locu- 
tions 
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The fam* may he argued in refpefit of the other branches, 
viz. /£* nuffion^ and inftruMkn ef the twelve Afoftles, chap, x* 
I, Arc, and. the fending of John's dtfcifJee, to Chrift y chap, xu 2, 
&c» which* being out of the order of time, are not conne&ed 
to the context, by any notations of that order. 
, Of the other feven branches, there are two, or perhaps 
more, that feem- to be in the time order, in which they came 
to pafs i though I mttft own* there are alio two, which feeta 
opt to be in the order of time ; and yet have fuch notes of rim* 
prefixed to th?m* as feern to. imply, immediate fucceifion. It 
is neceflary that both thefe inftances be particularly oonfi*. 
dered. 

2. The firft is the cure of Jairus's daughter, ch. ix. 18, 
Scd. «' Thi? (iays Mr. Whiflon) foimmediately follows the 
u difcourfe at Levi's feaft, and with fuch an exprefs notation 
u of the vsfy moment of time, as is peculiarly remarkable, 
l \ TaSfp, ftim bxburr& oUrru*, &c. as he wasfpeaking^.or white 
" he fpei&ythife. things unto them, beheld a ruler ^ &c. So that 
« nojUflbiaffed; reader c could imagine thekaft fpace poi&ble 
interpqfed be tureen them » whereas < above a half a year was 
gptie* after the feaft of Levi, before the healing- of Jairas'a 
u daughter, , An undeniable irjftance of the difit>eatioiiS-be~ 
" fofe*mentioned in this Gofpel; and I thiak I may well 
<c call *t an undeniable one,Jiaceirulyjfcwasfo to me., Eor 
a though, at the firft, I durft not fo far {depend upon the other 
M notes of time,' as to. brieve the ftrefent order of this part of 
" St. JVf atthew to be different from the original one $ ytt 
" when I came to this, after a little attempt, I found.it impoC- 
a fihle to be got over, #e." This inftance therefore is 
plainly the main fiippott of Mr. Whifton's hypothefis ; and I 
ow# indeed itfeews very much to his purpofe, though, upon a 
clofe^ewmioation* 1 find it will not prove what he defigns.it 
fhould* .There are fcvoral more probable methods of account 
i^g fo* the difficulty, than by .fuppofing a dislocation ; but 

tione, qu» ifen net e($pio exigfc or* mtfent in domum Petri* Sec . Gum- 
dinem confeguentwe eorum, quae ait* Harmon* Evang. cap. 38. 
narrantur \ diut ftrim, 'Et <um<ve- - • % . • * *. 

before 
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before I come particularly to confider any, I think it neceflary 
a little more clearly to ftate the cafe. 

St. Matthew, ch. ix. 9. gives us an account of his call by 
our Saviour to follow him ; ver. 1 o. he tells us of a feaft at his 
houfe, where many publicans and finners were alfo prefent; 
ver. 11. he informs us of a queftion, put by the Pharifees to 
our Saviour's difciples, concerning his eating with finners ; 
and ver. 12, 13* our Saviour's anfwer; after this, ver. 14. we 
have an account of John's jdifciples coming to Chrift, and afldng 
him, why his difciples did not faft ? and ver. 15, 16, 17. our 
Saviour's anfwer to their queftion, which whitjt he was giv- 
ing, Jairus came, ver. 18. But, fays Mr. Whifton, there was 
half a year's fpace between the feaft of Levi, and Jairus's com- 
ing to Chrift. This is indeed 4a ft I y aflerted ; but hot the 
leaft reafon offered for the aflertion. It wore to be wifced, 
that in this, as well as other inftances, he had told us, for what 
reafons he fuppofes them to be out of the order of time. A 
bare afierting that a. ftory is io much too foon, or fo much too 
late, or a referring us to. his Harmony, where he has fo placed 
it, cannot be thought fu&cient » and indeed, this is all that 
Mr. Whifton has done in this, and feveral other inftances. 
But this is too confiderable a point to be given up fo cafilyl 
For the fake of flaring the cafe more fully, let us confider the 
reafon of this afiertion. ; It is in ftiort only this, that -St. 
Mark and St. Luke place a great many of our Lord's diP 
courfes and miracles, between this feaft of St. Matthew and 
the difcourfes which follow it, and the coming of Jairus to 
our Saviour. The former is placed by St. Mark, ch. ii. 14, 
&c. and by St. Luke, ch. v. 27, ice. The latter by St. 
Mark, ch. v. 22, &c. and St. Luke, ch. viii. 41, &c. This 
is the difficulty, for the folution of which there maybe two or 
three expedients, but I (hall only make ufe of one, which is, 
that of fuppofmg there was form time interpefed between St. 
Matthew's being called to be an Apojlle, and his entertaining our 
Saviour at his houfe. This fuppofed, will reconcile the Evan- 
gelifts, and make St. Matthew's notation of the time, when 
Jairus came, to be very juft and proper. Let us then fup- 

pofe, 
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pofe, that St Matthew was called at the time, where St. Mark 
and St. Luke place it, viz. before the fermon on the Mount, 
and the voyage to the Gergefenes (and this indeed is pro- 
bable), and that thole Evangelifts, having a mind to finHh at 
once and together^ all they defigned to fay concerning St. Mat- 
thew in particular, mentioned there atfo his feaft, and the dif* 
courfe at it, though they were feme time after his call. On 
the other hand, let us fcippofe, that St. Matthew being about 
to mention his feaft, and thedifcourfe at it) in its proper or- 
der of time (vis. foon after the return from the country of the 
Gergefenes), premked there the account of his call, which yet 
was feme time before. If this be allowed, then there is n+ 
abfurdity in fuppofing Jairus's coming to Chrift, while he was 
talking to John's dtfciplea at Levi's feaft. I own indeed the 
preceding hypothefis is not entirely my own ; I received the 
firft hints of it from Chemnitius and Dr. Lightfoot, and 
thereupon examined into the matter with the utmoft diligence 
and impartiality* and after having weighed all the feveral cir- 
cumftances of the ftories under tonfideration, I made the fol- 
lowing obfervations, which feem to fupport the account that 
has been given. 

1. There are many inftanees of a like nature with this^ both 
among the writers of the Go/pel biftory, and other biftorians. It 
is a very common thing with all writers, when they defign to 
fay but little of a perfon in their hiftory, to join it all 'together* 
although what they relate came to pais at very diftant times. 
This has been already fhewn *, and is very evident in the cafe 
of Shimei, i Kings ii. 36, &c. His building a houie at Je- 
ruialem, and his being put to death, are connected together 
(like St* Matthew's call and feaft), though they were plainly 
three years diftant in point of time. But this is an obferva- 
tion, too common and obvious to need any inftances to be 
produced to fupport it. 

2. The fiippofing St. Matthew's call and feaft to h&ve been 
at two different times, does not make the hiftory of either of the 
EvangeJifh at aH the more inaccurate. It is fo feur from giving 

• P. 40. 
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colour to any fuch charge* that it is really the beft method of 
f writing a hiftory, as has been proved above a . 

3. It is very obfervable, that neither of the three Evangelifts 
do join the account of Levi 9 5 call y and hisfeaji together, by any 
fuch notes of time or phra/es y as imply the immediate fuccejfton of 
*ne to the other.- St. Matthew and St. Mark, after having re- 
lated the call, fubjoin the ftory of the feaft, introduced thus, 
Ka) lymro, and it came to pafs. . St. Luke only tells us, tfcat 
Matthew made him afeqfty not at all fpecifying the time, when 
it was made. 

4. It is alfo remarkable, that St, Mark and St. Luke, when 
they had finifhed the account of Levi's feaft, and the difcourfe 
at it, do not join the following hiftory to this with any note of 
timcyfo as to imply that it immediately followed it. But on the 
other hand, both of them begin the next ftory thus, K«* 171W0, 
und it came to pafs, Mark ii« 22, 23. and Luke v. ult. and 
vi. 1. Now hence it follows, according to the corollary 
above, p. 92* that St. Matthew, who has prefixed a plain 
note of time to this hiftory, is to be fuppofed to have obferved 
the right order of time. 

5. Thejlory of "Jairus's. coming to our Saviour, cannot be 
placed any where elfe in St. Matthew's Go/pel, but where it is 
in our prefent copies. This will appear from the phrafe, by 
which it is introduced, Tour* avru *aA*vr$< a&TOK, while be was 

fpeaking thefe things unto them. It is plain, that, when St. 
Matthew wrote this, it immediately followed fome difcourfe of 
-our Lord's to feveral perfons. But I affert, upon a clofe re- 
View of all the branches of this part of the hiftory, there is not 
any one of them, after which St. Matthew can poffibly be 
fuppofed to have wrote it, but after the difcourfe, to which it 
is now fubjoined in our prefent copies. Hence it is very ri- 
diculous in Mr. Le Clerc, and fome other harmonizers, to 
place this period of the hiftory after that which is not a dif- 
courfe of our Saviour's, but the words of the hiftorian, viz. 
thofe, Matt. viii. 33. Mr. Whifton indeed has placed it 
after a difcourfe of our Saviour's to one of his difciples, Matt. 

. • Jbid. 
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viii. 22. but it fc certain it was not wrote by St. Matthew, 
immediately after that branch, becaufc that has been proved to 
be in its proper order of time". Befides, the worlds imme- 
diately preceding, according to Mr. Whifton's Harmony, are, 

"O £1 'lu<rS? i!*ri> avru, 'AxoX&ii /*oi, xm tya, &C. But Jefus faid 

unto him, Follow thou me, and do thou fuffer the dead, ice. Our 
Saviour is fpeaking to one perfon in the lingular number ; 
and is it then likely, that St. Matthew's next words fhould 
be, Tavra avre Xaterr& avrtfo, While he was fpeaking to them, 
&c. in the plural number ? But now as it ftands in our pre- 
fect copies, fpeaking to them (avroTq) very well follows the dif- 
courfe with John's difciples. All this confidered, makes it, 1 
think, exceeding probable, that Jairus's coming to our Savi- 
our was immediately after the difcourfe, that immediately pre- 
cedes it in our prefent copies ; and confequently, if that dif- 
courfe was at Levi's feaft, that feaft is now in its proper or- 
der : and fo, if the call of Matthew was at that other time, 
where St. Mark and St. Luke do place it, the call and the 
feaft were at two different times. 

6. This will be yet further confirmed, if we confider the 
place where St. Mark and St. Luke relate this account of Ja- 
irus's coming to Chrift. They place it immediately after the 
hiftory of our Saviour's return from the country of the Ger- 
gefenes, and not after any difcourfe of our Lord's immediately 
preceding it. Now it is certain by St. Matthew's account, 
that it was at a time when our Lord was difcourfing with fe- 
veral people \ it' is plain therefore, that, in St. Mark and St. 
Luke's account, this ftory does not in point of time immedi- 
ately follow that which it follows in the hiftory, but fome dif- 
courfe of our Lord intervened in the mean time. Now ei- 
ther this intervening difcourfe is fomewhere related in thefe 
Gofpels of St. Mark and St. Luke, or it is not. If we fay it 
is, there can be no doubt, but that it is the difcourfe, which 
now immediately precedes it in our prefent copies of St. 
Matthew, and fo the difpute is ended. On the other hand, to 
fay it is not, feems very unreafonable, when we confider that 

■ P. 99> te. 
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the difcourfe, which immediately precedes it in St. Matthew, 
is in thefe Gofpels ; and that a very good reafon has beea 
aligned, why tney put it in another place, vix. becaufe they 
had a mind to relate St. Matthew's call and feaft, and the dif- 
courfe at it, all together. 

7. It may not be improper to obferve, that in the antient 
Harmonies of Tatian and Ammonius (one of which was made 
in the fecond, and the other in the beginning of the third cen- 
tury), St. Matthew's call and feaft were placed at two very 
difta/it times, and many hiftories interpofed between them a - 
Auftin, in his excellent treatife of the Harmony of the Gof- 
pels, by a very good argument, proved that St. Matthew's 
call is not in his GofpeLin the right order of time, but was 
before the fermon in the Mount $ becaufe, fays he, Su Luie 
mentions St. Matthew among the reft of the Apojlles^ that were 
with our Saviour in the Mount (ch. vi. 15.). He feems in* 
deed to have been inclined to believe, that the feaft was fome 
time after the call ; and hence Gerfon, Chemnitius, and many 
others, have imagined this Father of that opinion ; but it is 
very plain to any one, who will confider his words clofely, 
they have miftaken his meaning b . 

Thus I have endeavoured, by feveral arguments, to con* 
firm the fuppofition of Levi's- call and feaft, being at two dif- 
ferent times, and by a great deal of pains have endeavoured to 
get over a difficulty, which Mr. Whifton, after a little at- 
tempty concluded impojjible to be got over. There is indeed an- 
other way of folving this difficulty, propofed by Dr. Wells, in 
his late paraphrafe on this place. That I may not mifrepre- 


a Atque hoc modo vetuftiffimae efie Matthaeum : in eo quippe mon- 

ctiam Harmonise Tatiani et Ammo- re, tunc Lucas commemorat omnes 

mi diftin&e ponunt, primp vocatio- duodecjm ex. pluribus Difcrpulis 

nem Matthasi, et poftea convivitim eleclgs, quos et Apoftolos nomina- 

Matthaei hi alio loco Harmbniae, ut vit. Afterwards fpeakmg of his 

?lio tempore poft factum,, collpcant. feaft be adds ; Pofiet videri, non hoc 

Chemnit. Harm. Evang. cap, 43. ex ordine nabjumfifle, fed quod ajio 

in princ. ' " tempore factum eft, recordafus in. 

. h Hinc autem probabilius vide- terpofuiffe, Hifi Marcus et Lucas* 

tur, quod hsec praetermifla recor- qui hoc omnino fimiliter narrant, 

dandoMatthaeus commemorat; quia manifeftarent in domo Levi dilcu- 

utique ante ilium fermonem in nwnte huiflt Jefum. &c. de Confenf. E- 

ha'aitum, credendum : eft vocatum, ."^ang. 1. 2. c. z6, 27. 
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feitt hitto, I ihall fet it dbwn in his own words. « A confiu 
a derabte time after what is related in the foregoing para- 
u graph, namely, when Jefus Was juft come back from the 
u country of the Gergetehes (as was related chap. viii. 28. 
" and ix. 1.), foifce others febm to have come to Jefus about 
u the feme fubjeO ; wheretipon he gave them the lame rea- 
tt foris, "Miy it Was not proper for his difciples to faft yet, 
* Jfnd* now it was, that while befpoke thefe things unto them, 
a behold there came a certain ruler, &c." In his annotations 
dh die place, he tells us \ <c This feems the beft, becaufe the 
cc moft natural and eafy, way to reconcile this, ravr* *vrs x<*- 
** kwrroi <*vro%, *M oq(»'>&£* of St* Matthew, with Mark v. 22. 
u alld Luke viii. 4*." This opinion fuppofes the call of 
Levi, his feaft, and. the difcourfe that followed it, t6.be in our 
prefent copies of St. Matthew out of its proper order of time; 
arid alfo that our prefect copies are exactly in this place, as St. 
Matthew wrote at firft, vil. that after the difcourfe with 
John's difciptqs, -St. Matthew immediately wrote, ravrx alru 
hahSwo^ avrotti wbttt he ffiake thefe things to them. Now ac- 
cording to the Doflor, this airo7^ them, muft not refer to^ 
thofe to whom our Saviour was talking at Levi's feaft, but to 
fome others that he had difcourfed with about half a year be- 
fore, Is it credible that St. Matthew would write thus ? 
Chrift fpake fuch and fuch things to John's difciples; and 
While he was fpeaking to them, i. e. according to the Do£tor, 
while he fpake to fome other perfons. This is far from being 
natural and eafy \ it makes the JLvangelift write not only in- 
accurately, bur, to a high degree abfurdly b . But this is no 
new thing with Dr. Wells. 

2. The other inftance which feems to be out of its due or- 
der of time, and yet to have a note of immediate fucceffioh 
prefixed to it, is that of the difciples plucking the ears of com 
I* the Sabbath-day^ chap. xii. ij &c. As it lies in our pre> 


. *' Matt. ix. 18; geliftsj and I cannot but think, 

b Le Clerc* in his Parnphrafe when die Dc&or comes to. consider 

upon the Harmony of the Gofpels, this matter again, he will not be 

is the only perfon that I know of aihamed to own, that he borrowed 

(befides the Doctor), who has taken his opinion from Le Clerc. 
this method of reconciling the Bvan- 
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fept copies, it follows the meflkge of John the Baptift out of 
prifon to Chrift, with this notation of fucceffion, 'e» \**\nf rS 
■xcupw, At that time, Jefus went out on the Sabbath-day through 
the corn,&cc, whereas, fays Mr. Whifton, this plucking of the 
ears of corn, was fome months before the meflage of John the 
Baptift. For the proof of this, Mr. Whifton thinks it enough 
here, as well as in mod of the other inftances, to refer us to 
his Harmony ; As> fays he, will be evident in the Harmony. 
He attempts no other proof than this j and this really amounts 
to no more than if he had faid, / have placed it fo in my 
Harmony , and therefore St. Matthew wrote fo. It is true 
St. Mark and St. Luke have placed this matter a great 
deal fooner in th,eir hiftory, viz. before the fermon on the 
Mount; but then it does not appear, that they defigned to con- 
ned it to the preceding hiftory by any exprefs notation of the 
time. But though we take this for granted, and fuppofe that 
in our prefent copies of St. Matthew, this ftory of the difciples 
plucking the ears of corn on the Sabbath-day^ is not in its pro- 
per order of time ; yet it does not appear to be mifplaced fince 
at was firft wrote, becaufe it is not connected to the preceding 
part of the hiftory by a phrafe, that neceflarily implies imme- 
diate fucceflion in point of time. The phrafe here made ufe 
of by St. Matthew is, h tmUu t« «a*p*, at that time, or about 
that time ; which phrafe is undoubtedly made ufe of in Scrip- 
ture chronology in a very large fenfe. So in the inftance 
above-mentioned a out of the Old Teftameat, vi*s. that of Ju- 
dah's going down to his brethren, Gen. xxxviii. i« the ftory is 
introduced with the very fame phrafe, wnn njD At that time\ 
whereas that hiftory, to which it is prefixed, happened a con- 
siderable time before that, which it immediately fucceeds. This 
phrafe therefore is not, as Mr. Whifton calls it, a. notation of 
fucceffion^ and confequently does not prove a diflocation in this 
.part of the Gofpel hiftory. Mr. Whifton does indeed in an- 
other, book (viz. his Accomplifhment of Scripture Prophe- 
cies, p. 71.) make ufe of this fame note for the fame end, viy. 
to prove the tranfpofition of the iixth and feventh verfes of the 

tenth 
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tenth Chapter of Deuteronomy. But I need take no more J 
pains tofhew, that this phrafe does wot imply immediate fuc- 
ceffion ; Mr. Whtfton himfelf, in his Chronology of the Old: 
Teftmitent, p. 7$, in dired cbntradi&ion to himfelf in thefe 
two places, has very well proved it> by the fame inftance 
which I juft now mentioned out of Gen. xxxviii. 1. His' 
words are 5 < c But then we mirft remember, that although the * 
** words, at that time, feem to refer us to the 'foregoing hit" 
H tory of Jofeph, yet the expreflion is of a* much larger ex-' 
w tent in the language of Scripture, and includes a great fpace ' 
" of time, as will appear by a view of the inftances in the 

* margin*, of that and the like ways of fpeaking, both in the 

* ,01d and New Teftament. Nay indeed, it feems to be little 
c< more than a particle of transition, or common way of intro- • 
u ducing and beginning a new branch of an hiftory ; juft like 
cc the Englifli particle, Now, as it is ufed at this day ; which 
u though at firft it might infer a connexion, in point of time,- 
" with what went before, yet now it is plain it is frequently 
u no more than a particle of tfanfition, to introduce a new 
" period, after we have made a full end of that which went 
" before." It is well obferved by Mr. Whifton here, that 
this phrafe is often ufed thus in Scripture. Dr. Wells has s 
obferved b , that this phrafe is ufed three times in St. Mat- 
thew, in this lax fenfe. u The Greek expreffion aforemen- 
c€ tioned (viz. 'e» tv xai$ \xtUu) is not to be underftood in a 
u ftrift fenfe, or fo as to denote, that the particulars which 
" they ufher in, were done or fell out in that point of time, 
" which followed next in order to the time wherein came to 
" pafs the particulars next afore related by St. Matthew 5 but 
" the faid Greek phrafe is to be underftood in a large fenfe, fo 
" as to denote a confiderable interval or' fpace of time, in, or 
" during, which the feveral particulars, which are uihered in 
4< by the faid Greek phrafe, did come to pafs, Sec." Thus 
rightly has the Dodor explained this phrafe. The obferva- 


* Deut. x. 8. 2 Kings xx. 1. b See his Paraphrafe on Matt. ii. 
* Chron. xxxii. 24. Ifai. xxxviii* 1 • 25. 
Matt. iii. 1. 
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tton is indeed very trite and common ; Uiher* Eptnheim^Dr*: 
Lightfeot, ChcmnitiuSy and many others, have made the feme 
remark. I rather chofe to cite the DoOor's words oftth&head^ 
becaufe he Teems m them to have had adiieddefign to ooa* 
fute Mr. Whifton's hypothefis * for he adds, a Hereby ate 
" eafily folved all obje&om urged againft St. * Matthew's 
(( Gofpel, as being faulty at to wrong dating of feveral par- 
" ticulars of our Saviour's hiftory, without having reocwrfe 
*.' to fuch notions, as that St Matthew writ on loofe papers* 
" which have not been put together in their due order/ 9 1 ! 
wais the more willing to mention this, becaofe I know not that 
any one befides has taken the leaft publick notice of this pro- 
pofition of Mr. Whifton's, which feeras &> injurious Co die 
honour of this part of the facred volume. 
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Mr. Whiftotts Method of accounting fir the Diferdtfhe jup» 
fofes in this Part of St. Matthew 9 s Gofpel> vfe. that 8f* 
Matthew wrote it onfmall Pieces of Paper ; that thife were 
confufedly pttt together by thofe, who did not perfeflly under- 
fland the true Series of the Hiftory. Mr. Toinard of the 
fame Opinion. The Improbability of it y propofed to be Jhewn 
from the antient Way of writing* The mo/l antient Metbbds 
tonjidered. 

AVING confidered thus far Mr. Whifton's proof, that 
the feveral periods of the hiftory in this part of St. 
Matthew's Gofpel ace mifpiaced, I proceed now to confide* 
the following fecTjon. * The defigaof the fe&ion is, to«£- 

ferve what might be the probable occafiont of the prefent miftaken 
places of thefe feveral branches. Now in order to this, Mr. 

• P. ?o*. 
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WMfton is forced to a very odd and grange fuppofition, tech 
as I am very much inclined to believe lie never would have, 
cjpoufal, had he Efficiently weighed, and been aware of, it» 
conferences. " I muft/' lays to, « here take it for granted* 
11 that the feveral parts or periods of this former part of St/ 
'( Matthew's Gofpel, were written at firft feparatdy, and upon 
* feveral diftinft papers ; which papers (or whatever they wer? 
a written upon) were pat together into their prefent order by 
" thofe, who did not perfectly know the true feries of the 
"hiftory," 

• I have more largely obferod in the Preface, thlt Spinoza 
and Father Simon; have taken this mtthod to depreciate and 
viHfy the facred volume, fuppofing that feveral parts of it were 
conftifedly put together,; by thofe who did not know the right 
and true order of the hiftory. It is indeed a very eafy way of 
accounting for many of the difficulties of Chronology in the 
OW Teftamcnt, as well as in the Gofpels, if the matter of 
faft could be made certain. If there are indeed feveral part* 
of the hiftory tranfpofed and mifplaced, I cannot conceive any 
other way fo probable, by which the fiippofed dividers car* 
be accounted for, as this ; I muft .therefore do Mr. Whifton 
that juftice to own, to his honour, that be has hit upon die 
only poffible method of accounting for the dislocations he %>* 
pofes to have happened to &is part of St. Matthew's Gofpels 
In the next fe&ion he tells us indeed a , " that he once de- 
* 4 ligned . to have attempted to offer fome conjectures, ;how 
44 fo many ©f thefe fedions came to be fo ftrangely tranf- 
" pofed ;" but this, I confefe, is what I am not .able to under- 
Hand. He fays here, " that tie fuppofes the feveral difordered 
w parts or periods were wrote at firft feparately, and upon 
u diftind pieces of paper, and placed in this wrong order by 
u thofe, who did not know the true feries of the hiftory ;" 
and then adds, « that he will obferve, what were the probable 
u occasions of their prefent miftaken places," And is not 
this offering conje&ures, how they came to be tranfpofed ? I 
aft Mr. Whifton's pardon, if it appear that I am miftaken in 

• Pag. no, 

faying, 
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faying, that he had before ofitred all 'the conjecture, that either 
he, or any man could offer. Mr. Toinard*, a French gen- 
tleman (who was reputed in his country one of the greateft^ 
fcholars of the age), compofed a Harmony of the Go/pels *V 
GreeAy which was publifbed about a year after his death, 
(a. d. '1707.) in which he feems to bfc of the very fame opinion 
With Mr. Whifton in this matter. I have not been able to 8 
procure the book itielf; and fo could not compare his and* 
Mr. WhiftonY Harmony together. A general account of 
his 6pinion I learnt from the abftraft of his book, which Mr/ 
Le Clerc hath given us ih his Bibliothique Ghoifie\ and from 
a fhort paragraph out of his Prolegomena, which Mr. Whifc 
ton did me the honour to fend me. His words are to this 
purpofe*; 4 * St. Matthew's text was the only one of the four 
^•Evangeltfts, which I could not always place in my Har- 
** mony in that fame order, in which it is in our common co- 
* f pies; becaufe from the twenty Second verfe of the fourth 
tt chapter, to the thirteenth verfe of the fourteenth chapter, he* 
w differs very much from the order of the other Evangdifts.' 
« This indeed feems very ftrange, when we confider, that the 
* Evangefift St. Mark, who feems to be a fort of an epi- 
H tomiier ©f him, does exa&ly agree with St. Luke and St. 
cf John, in relating all thofe particulars, which are now fo 
* ( much tranfpofed in St. Matthew. This feems very hard to 


* See his character in the fup- 
plement to the laft edition of Mr. 
Moreri's French Dictionary. 

•> Toutes les Evangeliftes font 
dans Tordre, auquel ils ont ecrit, 
excepte St. Matthieu, depuis le 
chap. iv. 22. jufqu'au chap. xiv. 
13. parce qu*en cela cet Evangeliite 
s'eft eloigne de l'ordre des autres. 
Mr. Toinard ne fait, d'ou ce def- 
ordre peut etre arrive, a moins que 
depuis le commencement, les pa- 
piers de TEvangelifte n'aient ete 
tranfpofes par quelque accident. 
Biblioth. Choifie, torn. 15. Art. 5. 
p. 251. 

c Matthxi folius ex quatuor 
Evaogelii8 textum, eodem quo in 


vulgatis legitur ordine, a principio 
ad finem exhibere non licuit, prop- 
terea quod ab aliorum Evangelifta- 
rum ordine, a capitis quart! Evan- 
gelii fui verfii vicefirno fecundo, ad 
ejufdem Evangelii capitis decimi 
quarti verfum decimum tertium, 
plurimum difcedit. Quod fane mi- 
rari fubit; cum Evangelifta Mar-. 
cus, ejus veluti epitomator, cum 
Luca et Joanne aequo pixie in iis 
omnibus narrandis decurrat, quae 
apud Matthaeum varie tranfpofita 
Jeguntur. Quod imde evenerit, nifi 
ex perturbatione aliqua eaque anti- 
quiilima Schedarum Evangeliftae hu- 
jus, difficile eft perfpicere, Proleg. 
p. 5. 

"be 
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« be accounted for, unlets we fuppofe it done by, fome very 
" antient confufion, pr diforder, of the (h$ets (or papers) on 
" which this Gofpel was wrote*" 

This is the hypotbefe of tbefe two learned men : it is 
ftrange a proposition, which feenjs* fo much to need proofs 
(houl,d by them be taken. for granted. This is fuch a poftu- 
latum, as one very feldpm meets with; and it will be fo far 
from being granted to Mr. Whifton to be a truth, that need* 
pot to be proved, (via. that St. Matthew wrote his Gofpel on 
loofe fcraps of paper) that it will appear tc* every, impartial 
examiner to be a rnoft unreasonable fuppofitiou. For the 
manifefting of this, I fhall offer the bed proof I can} and if.it 
fhould be thought by any, that I have been at more pins iiv 
confuting* this hypothefis, than was neceffary - 9 I defire it may, 
be confidered, that my arguing tends not only to overthrow* 
this proportion, about St. Matthew's Qofpel beyig diforderedV 
but, may be made ufe of (at leaft a good part of it) againft. 
Spinoza, Father Simon, and Mr, Whifton's opinion of feverai: 
books of the Old Teftament, which has been mentioned in 
the Preface. 

The method I defign to proceed in Cball be ; firft, to {hew, 
what the manner of writing, among tie antients wae % and parti- 
cularly, after what manner %he Jews wrote in our Saviour* & 
time j and from thence fhew, how highly abfurd it is to ima- 
gine, that St. Matthew wrote after that manner, which Mr. 
Whifton fuppofes* , > 

The accounts we have from antiquity of their manner of 
writing, are very defective and imperfe&j and it is with no 
(mall difficulty and pains, that we are able to fay any thing 
clear on this head. The firft and moft antient account that 
we have of any writing; is that which Jofephus tells us. of. the 
fons of Seth, before the flood 5 viz. that they <c having made 
c< fome obfervations about the heavenly bodies, that they might 
<c not be loft, made two pillars, the one of brick, the other of 
a ftone, on both of which they wrote the difcoveries they had 
M made ; &c. a " It was after this manner the Decalogue was, 

wrote, 

« \ 

VTTtf 
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Wrote, Vi*. on tdbks of pte*. Ifi jfatettedifig feges tffcy **r£ 
Wfcnt to write, in fevertf ctiiinlffct, t$dfi Ift&ves Of fonile cer- 
tain trees, which they found moft c*ntttuenf to th^lf {rtrpttfi?: 
Hilly teHs Us» thefe Wtttf rtiide ufe cf far writing ty»r* *** /'»* 
ventitn *f paper ^ and partitul&tiy the litivis of palm-tree**; and 
that ttfhrwatdt they wrote* ttpon the InHtt hark ef fitee Wees. 
Whit theft tife*S trefe* We tore ilifbffrtod fey that leanted dhfi- 
^uaty Alexander ib Alekafldro 6 . jfyter&atdis they write theit 
pnbltik records Hi inhmes or rdh ef bad, and thiir prlvdti 
Matters $h fine lint* And wax> as the fame authofs tell Us d ; 
hence Suidas alio tells us of writing upon plates or leave* of 
lead c < And this (if I may be allowed to guefs) feems to be a 
method of writing, which was in ufe in the time of Job, as is 
intimated in thefe words, ch. xlx. 23, 24; Ob that my words 
mere new written \ tih that they wire printed in a hook • that 
they were graven with an iron pen and lead, in the rbck fir 
iVeTi Hence we redd in Suetonius, that Nero made ufe of a 
piumbea charta> a plate eflead> called charta> not only becslttfc 
it was like it in form, but becatife they ufed to write riot only 
on paper, but on plates of lead f # 

.- Afterwards, via. about the time When Alexander the Great 
was in Egypt; the ufe of paper was firft found out; I do not 
mean fuch fort of paper as we now ufe, but the ihner coat dr 
ikin of the great ./Egyptian rufb, Which they called papyrus, 
from whehce comes our prefent ErigHfc word paper. The 
coats or thin (kins of this rufli, when duly dried and prepared 


vitip $i rov fjA haQvytTv t»( **- 

orotwcifunt, ttfl fih in «rXii$tf, rnr 

ypa^a* ra tv^fxhot, &C. Antiq. 
Jud. 1. i.e. 2. §. 3. 

* Exod. xxxi. 18. and xxxii. 16. 

b Antea non fuiffe chartarum u- 
fum j palmarum foliis primo fcrlp- 
titatum, deinde quarundam arbo* 
rum libris. Plin. Nat. Hill. I. 1 3. 
C; 11. 

c Hfc fuere a principio ex cortice 
platani, fraxini, aceris, populi al- 
bse, Item fagi et ulni ; aut, ficut 
Ulpianus cenfuit, ex tlifa, philyra, 


et papyro. Liber enim interior 
pars eft corticU, qtiaedigno cohaeret. 
Alex, ab Alexand. Gen. Dkr. 1. 
2. c. 30. 

d Pliny, and Alexand. ab Alex- 
and. ibid. 

c Els &**/**$ (jLoXuGhn ypaQofltf. 
Suid. ad voc. ftoXtfedb;. 

f In Ner. c. 20. Quid autem 
fimilius, quam plumbi lamina et 
charta? expanfae pagina ? quin etiam 
in plumbi laminis intenfum ita 
fcribebant, ut in charts paginis. 
Cafaub. ad loc. Vid, Tacit. Annal. 
1. a. c. 69. 

for 


ckap. xi7. t/St. Matthew's GtfuL 


tiy 


for ufe, they called chart*. A larger account of the nature of 
this material for writing, the reader may fee in the place of 
Pliny laft referred to*, and concerning the time of its inven- 
tion, Polydore Vergil b . Now if indeed any of thofe foremen- 
Sloped had been the method of writing in ufe aoiong the Jew*, 
when St. Matthew wrote his GofpeL there had then been a 
much better foundation for the conjs&ure of Mr. Whifton 
and Mr. Toinard, than there really is. Had it been then the 
cuftom to write upon the leaves of palm-trees, or (he little 
(kin or inner bark of any other trees, the leaves of their books 
muft have been very final], and confequently muft confift of a 
great number of feparate pieces and fcraps ; and fo perhaps by 
reafon pf the difficulty of fattening them together, would be 
more liable to confufion and mifplacing. But it is very cer- 
tain none of thefe methods were then in ufe amongft the 
Jews. If ever they were in ufe among them, they had now 
for a long time been difufed, and another more expedient, and 
far more commodious invented, as will appear in the following 
chapter. 


• Prtuiquam digredramnr ab 
yBgypto, et papyri nature dicetur, 
cum ehartae ufu, maxime humanitas 
vitas conftet et memoria. Et hanc 
Akxa^dri magni viftori* repertam 


au&or eft M. Varo, con^ita hi 
JEgvpto Alexandria, $c. Plin. 
ubi lup. 

b De inventor. Rerum, h 1. c. 8. 
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CHAP. XV. 

'That St. Matthew did not write his Go/pel on fmatt Pieces of 
Paper , proved by a large DiJ/ert at ion on the Manner, in 
which the Antients wrote their Books. Tin ordinary Method 
was to write on large Skins, which were faftened together^ 
and rolled up. This the PraSfice of the Jews long before^ 
and in our Saviour* s Time. The Words opened and clofed 
the Book, Luke iv. 17, 20. difcujfed. The Words, Bring 
the Parchments, 2 Tim. iv. 13. confidered.' It does not ap- 
pear that the Jews made ufe of Paper , or any other Material 
befides that mentioned, to write their Books upon. 

♦TTAVING, in the foregoing Chapter, premifed fome fhort 
, A X account of the various methods of writing in ufe among 
the antients, I come now to coniider, that which was of all 
the moft common, viz. the writing on large /kins of parch- 
ment, which they rolled up. This was the way, in which the 
Jews, Greeks, and Roman9, wrote their books, both before, 
and in our Saviour's thnej and therefore it is very probable* 
this was the way St. Matthew wrote his Gofpel, and not on 
fmaH fcraps or fcrolls of paper; For the manifesting of this 
matter, I will endeavour to (hew, 

1. That the antients did very much make ufe of parchment^ 
or large /kins, to write upon. 

2. That when they had wrote on thefe, they were wont to 
fajlen them together, and roll them up. 

3. That the Jews long before our Saviour* s time did write 
their books after this manner. 

4. That the Jews ufually wrote thus about the time, when 
St. Matthew wrote his Go/pel. 

Thefe things fully (hewn, will make the fuppofition of St. 
Matthew's writing his book upon fmall pieces, or fcraps of 
paper (fome of which would not contain above a line or two), 
very abfurd and unreafonable. •> 

I. The antients did very much ufe parchment, or large /kins* 

to 
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to write upon. This is a matter of fa£t fo very well known* 
that there needs not be much faid to prove it. Herodotus, who 
lived above four hundred years before our Saviour's time, men* 
tions it as a very antient Cuftorn among the Ionians; " The 
" Ionians," fays he " have for a long time called their books, 
<c (kins, becaufe in the fcarcity of (Egyptian) paper, they 
"made ufe *of goat-fkins, and (heep-fkinsj nay, and even iri 
li our time, many foreign nations write upon fuch fkins a ." 
Suidas cites out of fome antient author an account, probably 
older than the time of Herodotus, in thefe words b ; " Hermion, 
(( writing down their determinations upon (kins, fent them to 
u the enemy." Pliny indeed, out of Varro, gives us an account 
of the original of this fort of writing on parchment along 
time afterwards, viz. in the time of Eumenes ; which I think 
was near three hundred years before our Saviour's time. The 
account is this c ^ that there being an emulation or ftrife be- 
tween Eumenes and Ptolemy concerning their libraries (viz, 
whofe fhould be the largeft), the* latter being the King of E- 
gypt, forbad the exportation of the Egyptian paper; where* 
upon Eumenes, King of Pergamus, firft invented the ufe of 
parchment, and fo from Pergarnus that material for .writing 
was called Pergamena. The fame account, a little more full, 
is given us by Alexander ab Alexandro, in the place before 
cited d . I fhall not now difpute concerning the time and an- 
tiquity of this invention : if it was even fo late as Varro's ac- 
count, it is fufficient for my prefent purpofe j for a$ foon as 


TJetn avo tS waXouv o» "iwif , on 
Kori it aw&m ffi/SXuf fwforro h$- 
*"£W' onyalai n mxi ouncri it* 01 
K) rh xar i(A.\ -croMo* rvv fictf/edguv 
If Toiavruf hpfyigae yplfuvi* 1. j. 
c. 58. I tranflate t> <nr*m fiVotwp, 
in the fcarcity of ^Egyptian paper \ 
becaufe the word commonly fig- 
nifies fo, and nothing elfe can he 
meant. So the Latin translator 
paraphrafes it : Bf&ayr, i. e. Scir- 
porum; per Blblum videtur poti* 
us inteUigenda papyrut iEgyptij 


though this overthrows Vano*s ac- 
count, that this material for writ- 
ing was found out* when Alexander 
was in Egypt. 

b Eli &pStpa$ yap r#q hewoiat 
airrvt yp&tyoit *Ep/*w» sti^tti to*V 
woXi/xioK. Suid. ad AitySfya. ' 

e Mox xmulatione circa biblio- 
thecas regura Ptolemaei etEumenis, 
fupprimente chartas Ptolemaeo, i- 
dem Varro membranas Pergami tra- 
didit repertas. Plin. Nat. Hift* 
1. 13. c. 11. 

* Genial. Dier. 1. 2, c. 30. 


it 
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it was found out, the ufe of it became very common* ; al- 
though I rather incline to think, Varro's ftory not to be true, 
as to the time, as Polydore Vergil has well obferved*; and 
Dr. Edwards % and after him Dr. Pndeaux d have more 
largely proved. 

2. When they had wrote upon thefe (kins of parchment, 
they were wont tofaften them together ■, and roll them up. They 
Aid not cut the parchment into fmall pieces, as we now do 
our books ; but all the book was wrote on one long continued 
page, coniifting of feveral flcins fattened together. To die end 
of the (kins was fattened a large ftaff or ttick, round about 
which they rolled up the fkins : this, when fo rolled up, they 
called V$lutnen y a vohendo^ i. e. a volume or rott y and the ftaff 
about which it was rolled, they called Umbilicus. And hence 
we fo frequently in the Roman authors meet with Mmbran* y 
far the material on which they wrote, Volume^ for the book 
itfelf when wrote, and ad TJmbilicum ducere^ to come to the 
end of the book e . So Martial, in the laft epigram of his 
fourth book, fpeaking to his book, fays, 

Obejamfatk eft, obe Libelle, . 

Jam pervemmus ujque ad Umbilicos. 

♦And, in another place f , fays of his bode, 
Pi3is luxurieris Umbilici*. 
So alfo when he is {peaking to a plagiary, that had ftole his 
paeons, he tells him*, he ftiould have rather made choice of a 
more ohfeure book $ 

Nee Umbilicis cultus atque Membrana h . 

I will 

* Faftea proraifcue patuit ufus bant in membranis aut chartis, quae 

rci, qua conftat hominum immor<- in rotundum coraplicabantur— A- 

tafttas. FUn. ibid. pud Etbnicos volummum fuifle u- 

b Vejiun ego affirmarcm raenv lum fatis indie at proverbium iliud, 

branas, roulto ante quam tradit Ad UmbiRcum ducere. Erat enim 

Varso, efle repertas. De Inveitto- Umbilicus Kgnum, circa quod 

rib us Ker. 1. 2. c. 3. chants defcriptae convolvebantur. 

e Of the Authority and Style of Janfeo. ad Pfal. xXxix. 1 1. 

the Holy Scriptures, vol. 2. c. 3. f Lib, 3. Epig. *. 

d Connect, of the Huloryot the • Lib. 1. Epig. 67. 
Old and New Teftament, vol, 1 , „ h Nee Umbtiicts cultus, i. e. cu- 

b. 7. jju Umbilicus, is eft baciMus cedri*. 

e Veteres enim non folum He- nu«, buxeus, cupreflinus, &c. ear- 

bratfi, fed et Ethnic i, fcribere foie- tremae paginae, abfoluto jam opcre, 

aflutusj 


CHAP. xv. *f St. MatthtwU Cpfptl. iat 

I will not be.*t the.painstocolle<a*any -more inflances, for 
the, proof of >this matter. It is fafficiendy known to thofe, 
who* are verted at all in antiquity,, and -will more fully appear, 
when we confute^ 

3. That the Jewsjlong before our Saviour's t'tme^ did, write 
their hooks after* this manner. There cannot be the leaft 
'<kwbt, but the Jew** as well as other nations, 4id make ufe tf 
-Ae fkins^f.fcveral animals to write upon, Jong before tfct 
[period we mentioned; for Ariftaeas, in his Hiftory of the 
Tranflatk* of the Bible by the Seventy, tells us% that Pto- 
lemy feat meffengers to Eleazar the togb-prieft for the, Jew- 
ifh Law, becaufe they had it wrote in flirts^ or parchment r in 
Hebrew letters. Jofcphus aUo, who relates the fame hatory, 
tells .us, that when the feveaty-two elders were cdme down 
to Egypt* they came witfcprefems to the King, and the parch- 
mcitfs,* in which they Aad. the Law, wrote in letters of gold; 
that wben^tbey were 4»folding. the books, and fliewirjg tfeeta 
to the King, tie was fiirpriaed at the finenefs or thinnefs of the 
.parchment, and that they, were Jo fewed or fattened together, 
that it was : itspoffible to perceive the feams, or the place 
, where one fkin was fattened to another \ Whether the hif- 
tory of Ariftaas, and this chapter of Jofephus, be true or not, 
I need not enquire; the world has been fufficiently troubled 
with that difpute already. There have been feme, who have 
even made the place of Jofephus now cited, an argument 
agamft this hiftory. Rivet, for inttance% would perfuade us, 
that the Jews never would write their, Law in golden letters : 
and the very learned Chamier d calls the ftory of Ptolemy 'sad- 

aflurusj vel umbilici extreraita^es, „' , « ^ . \ ~ , , 

qu«, complicate in volumen men,-' T* J *?** , T « *W"W 

brartw, iitrinque apparent, cornua ™* v *" m * C 1 *"* ,»' wou) ^ be 

•appellantur, chore, argento, vel auro better to read t5 vpfrot;), y.a.) rnt 

cmantur. Farnab. ad loc. &ee ' o-vt&tiwq ro oinniyvvrQv, &t U yap 

alfcl. 5.^Epig. 6 ; ^ V°*>> &c. Antiq. Jud. lib. iz. 

Aia ro y%a$t<r§ou Gap al- c. 2. §. ip. 

T^r? iv fyfyaTs, 'gGpuimt yp'/x- c Iia §°g- ad Script. Sacr. c. 10. 

fca<r*v. In init. For tnis nis opinion, he- depends 

* t« iyM,, ah Irfiy^fc- ^JTt a fable ,°V he Rabbin ?' 

• „, v \ ' , C r / tna t the Law was to be wrote only 

*«V "xor ** Hfciv am* w - with ink of fuch a fort. * 

^unp—ue 9 ttvoM^MTif 7m * PanftrauCathol. vol. 1. 1. 13. 

»nAnpa'rtfi> Mhi£ctf uvru, Sat- c. 4^ §. 11. 

'Vol. III. ' S ' mirlno; 
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miring the finenefs of the parchment, a Anrrafoyta or ^o£i*c- 
r»^ua ; he means that it is an idle ftory, which deferves no 
credit. But, as I faid, I need not difpute the truth of the 
ftory ; I take it for granted that Ariftaeas, or whoever he was 
that was the author of that hiftory under his name, lived be- 
fore our Saviour's time. Dr. Hody * himfelf owns it, and has 
endeavoured to prove it $ and if fo, let the hiftory be fuppofed 
never fo felfe, yet it cannot be fuppofed a perforr would write 
of a cuftom, which never had been. The fame ipay be (aid 
aMb of the pafTage cited out of Jofephus; viz. that he believed 
this was die method of writing among the Jews, in the reign 
of Ptolemy Philadelphia almoft three hundred years before 
our Saviour's time. It is worth our obfcrving, that the moft 
antient Jews, as well as Jofephus, were of this opinion, that 
the old way of writing the Law was upon parchment ; hence 
the Chaldee Paraphraft, fuppofed by the Jews to be Jonathan 
(who wrote the Targum on the Prophets, and lived in or be- 
fore our Saviour's time), fays tn his tranflatton of thefe words, 
Deut. xxxi. 24. that Mofes wrote the Law N")DD by upon parch- 
ment. Whether this be fo or not, is very uncertain. Dr. Pri- 
deaux*S it feems, is of the fame opinion ; " It muft," fays he, 
*' be acknowledged, that the authentick copy of the Law, 
l * which Hilkiah found in the Temple, and fent to King Jo- 
" fiah, was of this material, none other ufed for writing being 
•" of fo durable a nature, as to laft from Mofes's time till then, 
" which was eight hundred and thirty years." However the 
matter of fa& Be, I will not now enquire; only obferve, by 
the by, the infufficiency of the Dean's argument ; for 

1. It is far from being evident, that the book, which Hil- 
kiah found, was that which was wrote by Mofes. We are 
told exprefsly, that when Solomon, at the dedication of the 
Temple, brought up the ark, there was nothing found in it, 
tut the two tables offtone^ which Mofes had put there, 1 Kings 

viii. 9. 

2. Suppofe it was the book wrote by Mofes, it does not fair 

• Contra Hiftor. Arifte* dc b Conneft. of the Hift. of the 

LXX. Interpret, cap. *q. Old T«ft. Pact u b. 7. ia fin* 

low 
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k>w that it was of parchment, becaufe it lafted fo long; for 
the other materials of writing, made ufe of by the antients, 
were no lefs durable than this. A deep incifion into brafs, 
lead, ftone, or perhaps wax, was, if duly preferved, likely to 
laft as long as any fort of ink on parchment. Mofes's tables 
of ftone, we are allured, were in being at the dedication of the 
Temple, 1 Kings viii. 9. (which was the fpace of almoft five 
hundred years), and very probably continued to the deftru&ion 
of it; and other monuments of antiquity have continued le- 
gible a much longer time* 

But to return, it is evident from what has been (aid, that 
the Jews before our Saviour's time did write upon parchment, 
or the fkins of animals. I am now further to {hew, that they 
made their books after the manner that has been defcribed, 
viz. by relling the fkins. upon a ftaff, when they were fattened 
together. Now inafmuch as we have few (if any at all be- 
fides the Canonical ones of the Old Teftament) of the books 
of the Jews, that were wrote before our Saviour's time, it is 
impoffible to give fo clear an account of their way of writing) 
as of the Heathens, whofe books we have. Befidcs thofe tes- 
timonies of Jofephus, Ariftseas, and Jonathan, I know not 
any. Some intimations of this matter in the Old Teftament 
indeed there are, which, if duly confidered, will evidence to 
us the manner of their writing. For inftance, it is apparent 
that the Jewifti books were rolled up, from the name given 
them in the Old Teftament : as the Romans made ufe of the 
word vclumen (a vohcndoy from its being rolled up), to denote 
a book - y i'o the Jews made ufe of the words nblD and ji % /.\ 
which fignify the very fame as volume^ derived from bbl to 
roll. The laft of thefe words we find, lfai. viii. 1. God com- 
mands the Prophet to take ^ru p^j, a large roll^ and write 
therein, &c. The former we meet with feveral times in the 
Prophets a | fometimes joined with the word ncr* a booty and 
fometimes not. It occurs once in the Pfalms, viz. xl. 7. as 
it is written concerning me in the volume of thy book, -\Do 
m^JO^, i. e. in convolution libri, or according to a very com- 

•' Jer. xxxv L 2: z+, zo>&c. Ezek. 11. 9. and iii. j, *, 3. Zech. v. i,*. 
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mon and known Hebraifm, in libro convoluto y i. e. in the hooi 
that is rolled up y as the book of tHe Law then was. *T his In- 
terpretation is plain, and I need not be at the pains to cite the 
criticks and commentators, to fupport it ; I think they almoft 
all agree, that this word was made ufe of to fignify a book *, 
becaufe their books were rolled up, and fo we have traced this 
cuftom as far as David's time. I muft not omit bbfervlng 
here, that the Seventy feem to have underftood thfe place 
otherwife, when they tranflate it, h xi<pax& £»&'«*, arid that the 
old Latin tranflator after them renders it, in Capite libri ; 
"which has made forfie Popifh commentators believe, that we 
are to underftand, the f urn of the hook. But it does not much 
concern us, how the Seventy have rendered it, nor indeed 
fliould I have mentioned it, if St. Paul had not feemed to 
juftify their tranflation, by making ufe of their words, •» xep«- 
rth j&&ia, &c. Heb. x. 7. I h\d y feemed to ju/!ify ; for though 
St. Paul, and other writers of the New Teftament, did un- 
doubtedly make ufe of the Septuagint, or fome Greek tranf- 
lation, in citing out of the Old Teftament j yet their ufirig it, 
does not always juftify it, as though it were a juft tranflation 
of the original. It is certain the writers of t)ie New Tefta- 
ment made ufe of the Greek verfion fometimes, where the 
tranflators plainly miftook the words they tranflated ; and the 
reafon why they thus followed them in their miftakes, was, 
becaufe they wrote to, and for thofe, who made ufe of thefe 
Bibles ; and it might probably have been of very bad confe- 
quence, had they gone about to correfl: or alter them b . But 
perhaps after all, ")DD rfao may be juftly tranflated by the 
Seventy, x 8 p a ?u ? £»Cx»a, and Kipaxi; may fignify the very fame 
thing as volume. So our learned countryman, Mr. Fuller, 
has by an ingenious criticifm endeavoured to prove e . I would 
only obferve further here, that Aquila and Symmachus tranf- 
late this word in its juft fenfe, a roll 9 and fo Theodorct under- 


a Vid. Janfen. Genebrard. &c. b See concerning this matter 

ad Ioc. Sixt. Senenf. Biblioth. Rivet. Ifagcg. in S. Script, c. 10. 

San&. 1. 2. ad voc. Volumen. Caf- and Flacc. IUyric. Par. 2. Traft. 1. 

tell. Buztorf. et Schindler ad bbl de Evangelift. 
See Ifai. xxxiv. 4. ' Miicell. Sacr. 1. a. c. 10. 
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ftood it •, and. the Seventy themfelves have very frequently 
tranflated this word %afrio» b . I fhall take it then for granted, 
that the word nbiD proves, that the Jews before our Savi- 
our's time were wont to roll up their books. I add, 

4. That the Jews ufually wrote thus about the time> when 
St. Matthew wrote his Go/pel. That it was thus in our Sa- 
viour's time, feems to be very evident from thofe words, 
Luke iv. 17. And when he had opened the book^ &c. and ver. 
20. And he clofed the book, &c. The two Greek words, 
dtavrv^at and flrrulafe tranflated opened and clojed, do evidently 
intimate to us, what fort of a book it was in which our Savi- 
our read. They fignify to unfold^ and to fold up again^ or (if 
I may ufe the word) to unroll and to roll up again^ as every 
body knows who ha? met with thefe words in the Greek au- 
thors ; and fo here dva^jv^ to 0iCX»oi> meaneth his taking the 
parchment off the roll, and drawing it out in length to read it, 
and vrvfas 70 j&CxUr means his rolling it up again round the 
ftaff. " The word a\a*rTwr<w," fays a learned critick a , <c re- 
€i fers to the manner of writing among the Jews, which was 
u not in parchment or paper fewed together, as we now ufe ; 
(( but in one continued page or long roll, and that folded up, 
" to (ave it from duft or other harm." In this fenfe alfo the 
word is ufed by the LXX. 2 Kings xix. 14. Hezekiah re- 
ceived the letter, or little books y T « £»&*'« ( as the LXX tranflate? 
the word onDDn), x») ctvtTrrvfa uvra, andfpread thenty or laid 
them open* Hence it was weli obferved by Grotius, that thefe 
two words anfwer to the Latin ones evolvere and convolvere > 
i, e. to fold and unfold d > and I would obferve, that the Greel; 

* Tit xtfatiSu thvp* tlpixcuru b Jer. xxxvi. 

'AxvXxt x»l Zvpixuxo,;- uru Ji C j*- Hammond on Luke iv. 17. 

rig $&k yt*<pa<; pfjgi *) ri^o* J - 'Amitwww #Ctioft eft ivol- 

Wauiu xcvramuUZp* zl^atn. ?f r *> ™*™> corwohvere. Jam 

Theodoret. ad Pfal. xl. 8. Idem, in Hebraeariim, ut et Latinorum, Hbri 

Ezek. iii. wtytib* *«X«: r* .fern' J™' ™ l " m ™ 5 hinc evolvere h, 

D( o. » jo- • ~. r brum a P ud Ciceronem, atque alios t 

Btom. Apud Suicer. m Thefaur. itkm £ retuo l<vere Livio et Marti- 

ad xip«*K. Vid. et Var. Lea. et \\ t qua voce et hj c u f us e ft refte La- 

Schoi. in LXX. Hence Suidas alfo, tinus interpres. Grot, ad loc. See; 

ar the word Ki^«xfe > Ti> its^a- IJeza, Chemnit. Cornel, ad Lapid. 

x£* 9 %rig TiAt tbwptl Qouw. Le Clerc, Whitby^&c. ad loc. 
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word mi?™ was fo very commonly ufed for this fort of fold- 
ing and rolling up their books j that, as the Jews called their 
books rfafc, from their being thus rolled up, and the Roman! 
galled theirs voluwina for the fame reafon j fo, upon the very 
fame account, the Greeks formed the words mvyp.* and 
*TixTfo», wxtU and 9rvxT»or, to denote a book, or a writing on 
parchment j that was thus folded or rolled up * : hence $*«£ 
%vktU is often ufed by the Greek Fathers for the facred Scrip- 
ture b . From all which I think it is very fair to Conclude, 
that the book which our Saviour read in the fynagogue at Na-» 
?areth, was of that fort which has been defcribed, vi^. a vo- 
lume of parchment. 

The matter I am upon, may receive fome confirmation 
.from St. Paul's charge to Timothy c \ The cloak that I left at 
Troas with Carpus, when thou come/}, bring with thee, and thi 
books, but ejpecially the parchments* I will not now enquire 
whether the word fa^mr, which we have tranflated a cloak + 
Signifies a parchment roll or not. According to Phavorinus 
it does d - y and I can fee no reafon why our tranflators fhould 
render it a cloak, but becaufe Beza (whom they continually 
followed, and often even in his miftakes) had done fo before 
them. Whether this fignifies a parchment roll or no, there 
pan be little reafon to doubt but pfpCfaw does. Dr. Ed* 
wards has fomewhere told us, that he fuppofes the parchments 
here mean the (kins,, which the Apoftle jnade ufe of in his 
trade of tent-making ; but there is not the leaft foundation for 
this fancy. It would feera indeed at firft, that the parchments 
and books, which St. Paul defires him to bring, were diftind 
things ; but there is no need at ail of fuppofing fo. The 
Apoftle feems here to make ufe of a form of fpeech, very com- 
mon in the Scriptures and all language ; viz. repeating the 
fame thing in different words} Bring the little chejl (ox 


* UvkiUv, to g»Cx»oir, Suid. ad 4 Vid. Hcinf. Exerc. Sacr. ad 

voc. loc. and Dr. Hammond, who alio 

Sacra Scriptura hac voce (fcil. takes it in this fenfe. Jerome alfo 

UvxrU) f»pe defignatur. Suicer. tells us, that fome in his time iml 

Theiaur. Ecclef. ad voc. derftood by ^«iXom», Volumen He- 

c 2 Tin*, iv, i j. braicunu Ad Damaf. Qnaeft. a. 
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fatcbel, for fo I take the word QaaSm), which I left at Troas 
and the books ; but ejpecially the parchments y i. e. the books. 
The old Syriack interpreter tranflates the word p«A<W, which 
we tranflate a cloak y toro HO i. e. a chejl of books or writings, 
and [xtfjtGfatfCK, which we tranflate parchments^ he renders 
nbttl ND1D i. e. a bundle of parchment rolls. The Syriack 
ifrord here is the very fame with the Hebrew one, pf which 
we have fpoke already ; fo that, whether St. Paul here meant 
parchment rolls or not, it is certain the Syriack interpreter, 
who lived about that time (as will be hereafter proved), 
thought he did ; which is fufficient to my prefent purpofe. 

Another place of the New Teftament, from whence we 
may conclude that to have been the method of writing in ufe 
among the Jews, which has been defcribed, viz. on parchment 
rolls, is that, Rev. vi. 14. The heaven departed as a fcroll y 
when it is rolled together^ &c. The original word, which we 
have translated zfcroll) is £i£x»'or, a book ; and fo here is a ma* 
nifeft allufion to the cuftom of rolling up their books or 
parchments, on which they wrote at that time *. 

I fhall not feek for any farther proofs of this matter, only' 
would obferve, that there is a paflage in Polycarp's Epiftle to 
the Philippians, which if i\ do not prove the point in hand, 
yet may itfelf be explained from what has been faid. In the 
clofe of his Epiftle, he tells the Philippians, that the Epiftles 
of Ignatius inrmrayptttu *l<rl, were annexed or fubjoined (fub- 
jeSfa funt according to the old Latin Verfion) to his own 
Epiftle. This feems capable of no other meaning, than that 
at the end* or bottom of the roll y on which his Epiftle was wrote ^ 
were faftened together thefiins^ on which Ignatius 9 s were wrote. 

And thus I have largely confidered, what the method of 
writing was among the Jews before our Saviour's time, and 
about that time when St. Matthew wrote ) and now, I think, 
I may juftly draw my concluiion, that St. Matthew did not 
write his Gofpel on fmall fcraps or fcrolls of paper. Why 
fhould he write in a method fo very different from all his co- 
temporaries ? If every one elfe wrote on large (kins of parch- 

* There is the very fame allufion or companion, Ifai. xxxiv. 4. 
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roent, is it credible that he would write upon ftnsdl fcraps\of 
paper* or of any other material whatfoevsr ? A$ for the Egyp- 
tian paper, it i6 a very great queftion, whether it wa$ ever in 
ufe among the Jews at all, I have not yet feen.a^iy-reafon to 
believe that it was ; there is not, that t know v of, the leaft in- 
timation of any fuoh, thing, either in the Old or New Tefta- 
ment, or Jofephus. But let us take itj for granted* that th$ 
Jews, as well as other nations, did make ufe of thi? fort of pa- 
per; it will not follow, that St. Matthew had 3Pyneed t to write 
his Gofpel on fmall pieces or fcraps of it. I- am* very apt. ta 
think, that the fiae of tbi* paper was as larger as that which we 
now ordinarily make ufe ok We read feveral tipies in aq- 
tient writers,, of fbips,or boat* made of this papyrus;, < Theymake 
beats ofpapyruf^ and fails (fits barky&y* Pliny * ; and in an- 
other place, he mentions, naves papyraceas b , Jbips made of pa- 
pyrus : Plutarch alfo talks of *uirip»* *%»$*, beats <f papyrus c . 
I cannot omit mentioning here the opinion of feveral learned 
men* that the ark or, boatj, intp which Moles was put on the 
river in Egypt, wasmade of this papyrus. So Grotius,y§£*/- 
lamfcirpeam,ue. expapyro; and, to, confirm his interpret^ 
tation, he cites this verfe of Lucan,.lib. 4. y. 136. d 

Conferitur b'ibula Memphitis cymba papyro. 

This opinion feems to be confirmed from thofe words of the 
prophet, I(ai. xviii. 1, 2. Wb to the hmdjhadowing with wings , 
which is beyond the rivers of Ethiopia ; that- fendetb ambaffa- 
dors by the fea i even in vejfek ofbulrujhes upon the waters. 
Here we not only read of veffels made of bulrufhes, in or near 
Egypt ; but what is very obfervable, the fame word is put here, 
to denote that of which thefe veffels were made, NDJ *boT, 
which is ufed to denote that of which. MofesVauk was made, 
NDJ D3n, Exod. it. $. So then* if the Egyptian papyrus was 
thus large, though die Jews did ufe it, yet it is not at all 

* Ex papyro navigia texunt, efc e Jtavghteiwn ii> Analett. Sacr. Ex- 

libro vela. Jiifiu Natuf. 1, *&» ■ curf. 156- where other Uke i»- 

c. 11. - ftances are produced. 

b L. 6. c. 12. d Annot. ad Exod. ii. 3. 

c In Lib. de IC et Ofir. apud 

likely 


likely St. Matthew would write upon fmall fcraps and fcrolls ; 
efpecially if we confider, how very fmall, and many thefe fcraps 
and fcrolls were ; which (hall be the fubje& of the following 
chapter. 

After all that has been (aid in this chapter, I confefs there' 
might have been fome other methods of writing in ufe among 
the Jews, in our Saviour's time. There is another way men- 
tioned by St. Luke, chap. i. 63. And he afkedfor a writing* 
table^ and wrote, &c> Whafc fort of writing-table this was, 
and- what the proper meaning of the word n»>a**&o» here is, 
feems not very eafy* to- be told; TertuHtan% and after him 
feverai others b , fuppofe it to be a wax»table : whether this 
opinion be true or not, I cannot determine. The Romans 
were wont to write their letters, and other fmaller matters, on 
fijch tables.; perhaps Zacharias might write on fuch. a one, 
and perhaps it; might be on a little tJiin ftone table, fuch as we 
no^y commonly ufe. Yet neither of thefe was the material, of 
which their books were compofed ; and I remember, Tully 
mentions, the transferring the contents of thefe fort of tables into 
hooks c . Their books and their tables were therefore different. 
Befides this, I do not find there is. in the facred writings, or 
any where elfe, any intimation of another method of writing, 
in ufe among the Jews about this time ; and therefore, fince it 
has been proved to be the ordinary method of the Jews to 
write their books on long rolls of parchment, I conclude St. 
Matthew alfo wrote his Gofpel fo, and not, as Mr. Whifton 
fays, upon fmall pieces of paper 5 which will more fully appear 
in the following chapter. 


* At enim Zacharias temporali b Erafmus, Quadtperius, Hein- 

vocis orbatione mul&atus — mani- fius, et alii, ad loc. s 

bus fois a cordo di&at, et noraen c Liierae, Hturaeque omnes affi- 

fijii £ne ore pronuntiat ; loquitur in ijnulatae, expreflae, de tabulis in libros 

Stylo, auditu'r in Cera, &c. Lib. transferuntur. Orat. vii. in Verrem, 

dc yoloiat. c. 23. verf. fin. 
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CHAP. XVI. 

Mr.IVbiflcn's ftrange Suppofition, of St. Matthew' 's writing, 
this Part of bis Go/pel: on fmall Pieces of Piper* con- 
futed from the Confederation jof their Number and unequal 
Size. A Table oftbem$ by which it appears that thy were 
at leafl twenty in Number* of very different Sizes. Some 

K contained feveraJ Chapters* others but a fnp Verfesy others 
but one Verfe. "The Improbability of St. Matthew's writing 
thus. The Si& of the Parchment Rolls* on which the Jews 
wrote. 

THE improbability of St. Matthew's writing his Gofpel 
Aipon fmall pieces of paper (as Mr. Whifton fuppofes 
he did), will appear much greater, if we Confider the number 
andftze of thefe fever al papers. 

It is an old and true faying of the philofopher^ *Zni Mm 
^mo;, woXXa dvaynaiop !$-» avfj&aiveiv 5 One abfurdity advanced* 
necejfarily leads a perfon into many others to maintain iu For 
as truth needs not to be, nor indeed can be, fupported by that 
which is falfe ; fo that which is falfe, cannot be fupported by 
any thing which is true. A ftrange fondnefs to be reputed 
the authors of fome new difcovery, and a great unwillingnefs 
to bib of the fame opinion with the greateft part of the world, 
often betrays very learned men into thofe abfurdities > which 
elfe they would never have 'fallen into or maintained. I do 
not fay, nor do I -believe, this was the cafe with Mr. Whif- 
ton ; and yet I cannot but think, that it was a too great zeal 
for his new opinion, which hindered him from feeing the con- 
fluences of it: nothing elfe could have prevented a genius fo 
penetrating, from difcovering thofe confequences of his opU 
* nion, which I am now about to obferve. 

His hypothecs (as has beenfaid already) is, that thefeveral 
parts or periods of this former part of St. Matthew* s Gofpel* 
were written at firjl feparately* and upon fevered dijlinfl pa- 
pers; which were put together in their prefent order by thofe* 

■ ■ •• . wba 
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who did not perfectly know the trueferies of the htftory. So 
then every one of the tranfpofed and mifplaced branches, be it 
larger, or lefler, was written on a diftind feparate piece of pa- 
per. Now there can be no better argument to confute this 
hypothecs, than the confideration of thefize and number of 
thefe papers. Upon due examination we fhall find the num- 
ber to be no lefs than twenty, in this fmall part of the hiftory, 
of very different and unequal fixes ; as will appear by the fol- 
lowing table, made out of Mr. Whifton's Harmony. 

A Table of the fever al diftinft papers, on which, according tq 
Mr. Wbifion, St. Matthew at firfl wrote his Go/pel, with 
the number of verfes, of which each part or paper didconjifi. 

N. B. I have in this Table obferved the order of Mr. Whif. 

ton's Harmony. 

The papers on which St. The number of verfes, of 
Matthew wrote, fince miC which each paper did con- r 
placed. fift. 

i. Ch. viii. 14—17. 1. Four verfes. 

2. viii. 2 — 4. 2. Three verfes* 

3. ix. 2 — 17. 3- Sixteen verfes. 

4. xii. 1— 21. 4. Twenty-one verfes. 

5. iv. 23—25; and v. r. 5. Four verfes. 

6. viii. r. 6. One verfe. 

7. v. 2, &c. vi and vii. 7. A hundred and ten. 

8. viii. 5— 13. 8. Nine verfes. 

9. xi. 2 to the end. 9. Twenty- nine verfes. 


10. xii. 22 — 50. and 
xiii. 1—53 


\ 10. Eighty-one verfes. 

11. viii. 18. II. One verfe. 

12. viii. 23-^34. andi 1%% Thirteen verfes- 

ix. i, 5 

13. viii. 19—22. *3- F <*tf vcrfes - 

14. ix. 18—34. *4- Seventeen verfes- 

15. xiii. 54—58. *5- Five verfes. 

1 6. ix. 35—38. and x. 1 ,5. Forty-feven verfes. 

and vi. i~ i. J 


Thcfc 


JJ3 A Vindication oftkiformer Bqrt CHAP.-XVL 

Thefe are the feveral parts of St. Matthew's Gofpel, which 
ftflr,. Whifton fuppofes mifplaced; befides thefe, there is alfo 
aether branch in the former- part qf this Gofpel, which, be, 
has in hift-^Iarmony placed, contrary to the order of; our prje- 
ijnit copjes ; and consequently, muft according to this bypo- 
t)>efis. be mifplaced^and. fo alfo be wrote upon a feparafc and 
diilind piece of paper. That which I mean, is the. account 
of our ford's temptation -by the Devil in the • mountain* 
chap. iv. 8, #9. This, evidently, irnplies the, dislocation of 
two other branches, and confequently their being wrote alio 
on feparate pieces of paper. Thcfe papers, aj*i the number of 
verfes, are, 

17. Ch. iv. 8 — ii, 17. Three -^ 

18. andver. 5— 8. i8» Three >Verfe$. . 

19. and ver. 12 — 22. 19. Twelve J 

Thus it is evident, that, according to Mr. Whifton> St 
Matthew muft have wrote this former part of his Gofpel uporr 
twenty fever al pieces of paper ; although we fuppofe that the* 
three firft chapters, and the four firft verfes of the fourths 
were all wrote ijppn ope. But is this a thing credible ? efpe- 
cially if we look upon the foregoing table, and fee of what 
very different fizes thefe papers were, fome to contain two or 
three long chapters^ others only two or tkrtt Jhorjt verfes, and 
others only one. Wha^t reafon can poflibly be affigned, why 
this infpired Apoftle {houlo\ write after tbjs manner ? I re- 
member Diogenes Laertius, in the Life of Cleantbes, tells 
us z x tt)a$ tnat philpfopher ", being popr, and granting money 
" to buy paper, was wont to write thf le&ures and difcourfes 
" of his matter Zena on ftnall dwells or bpne^ of oxen," But 
however poor our. Saviour's Apoftles were, we can hardly 
fuppofe them forced to any fuch, neceffity as this : St. Mat- 
thew certainly was able to procufe a few (kins of parchment 
to write his Gofpel upon s and, if he was, nothipg ca^i excufe 

* Taro» Qctcrif tlq orpa** n*\ aft vtv>eac§«u %*&{%• Diog. 
Coatv ufjuTcKciTxs yfciipuv, a,%£$ vik&* Laert. in Vit. Cleant. §. 174.. 
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htm for writing it as Mr. Whifton -fuppofes. He could not 
but fbrefee his Gofpel 4b Wrote, ratift be liable to confufion 
knd dHfocation ; and can it be fuppdfed, that an inspired writer 
would -have no more regard to that which was drdated to 
him by God's holy Spirit ? Would lie be fo unaccountably 
canrfefs in Writing that which was defigned for the benefit of 
tnankmd to all ages bf the world ? A perfon of an ordinary 
capacity, in writing a common look, cannot be fuppo&d to 
tm^b wrote after filch a manner, and much lefs an* accurate 
writer under the eondufi of divine Infpiratipn (as Mr. Whifton 
allows St. Matthew to have been), in writing one of the moft 
ufeful books, and of the moft important cenfequence to the 
world, that ever was wrote. 

The foregoing reafoning may (if indeed it needed any) re- 
ceive fome confirmation, from the confideration of St. Mat- 
thew's character; be was a Publican^ and therefore more 
likely ' to be exa£t and accurate in his writing, than others. 
The Publicans were cuftom-houfe officers, whofe bufinefs 
was to take an account of the importation and exportation of 
goods, arid to collect the money or duty which was laid upon 
them. For this purpofe they had (as Cicero tells us a ) their 
tabulas accepts et expenfi, which were very exaft accounts of 
what they expended, and what they received, and were upon 
proper occasions (if not always) transferred into books, and 
tranfmitted to Rome b . Of this occupation was St. Matthew, 
one whofe bufinefs was writing ; and is it at all probable, that 
fuch a one would write after the manner Mr. Whifton fup- 
pofes? If he was no more careful in the keeping of his ac- 
counts, than this fuppofes him to be in writing his Gofpel, 
truly' he Was but a very bad officer. 

It rtiay hot be improper, before I conclude this argument, 
to (hew fomewhat of thejize oftbefe parchnent rolls y on which 
the j^ews win wont to write; that fo comparing thefe with 
thofe pieces of paper, on which Mr. Whifton fuppofes St. 
Matthew to have wrote, that fuppofltion may appear the more 
unreafonable. 

* Orat. in Verr. vii. §. 186. k Cfcer, ibid. verf. fin. 

it 
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It is very certain thefc rolls wfcre of very different fizes $ 
tbe prophet Ifaaah was commanded to prepare a groat roll, 
chap. viii. i. and Jeremiah prepared fuch a one* as contained 
ail tho prophecies Ood bad /poke by him again/l Ifrael and Ju+ 
dab, from tho day* of^hfiab unto that tirhe i chap, xxxv'u 2. 
i. e. as many as he had received in the (pace of twenty-tbret 
years, as appears by the chronology, and chap. xxv. 3. Jo* 
fephus, when he lad finiihed his hiftory of the Jewifli Anti- 
quities, fays, it was ACxkw piv iW» wsfu&nfam,' folded up in 
twenty volumes or books* The expreffion (if I do not miftake 
it) feems to imply, that each of thefe bodes was a diftin& vo- 
lume ; and fo every one of thiim was of a larger fize, than die 
whole of St. Matthew's Gofpel would have made. He adds 
further, that thefe twenty books contained iixty thoufand r^°* 
or lines \ and finoe thefe books were moft of them contrived 
by the author to be pretty near of a fize, we may conclude 
that, one with another, each of thefe volumes contained about 
three thoufand lines ; and fuch volumes muft needs * contain 
a great many (kins of parchment* 

Maimonides out of the Talmud tells us, that the parch- 
ments, on which the Jews wrote their bibles, were to be fix 
hands in breadth; and fix in length b j and fo the prefent Jews, 
retaining the old cuftom of their nation, write the law which 
they ufe in their fynagogues, in one fuch large volume c . 
And if Father Simon is to be believed, the Jews have not al- 
tered the antient cuftom, but have juft fuch volumes in their 
fynagogues now, as formerly they had. There is a contro* 
verfy between that Father and the learned Ifaac VoiEus on that 
head j the former contending, that u the Pentateuch, or five 
" books of Mofes, did all make but one volume ;" the latter, 
« that they were as many volumes as books," The former 


* After a computation of the were in Jofephas*s own manufcript* 

number of lines in one of the clofcft b Vide Leufden. DuTert. 34. de 

of our printed editions in folio, in Pentateuch. Manufcriptis, p. 399, 

which the Greek taketh the whole and Dr. Pridemix's Connection of 

breadth of the page, I find the num- the Hill, of the Old and New Teft. 

ber of lines in the print, does not Part 1. b. 5. 

amount to very much above a third c Vid. Leufden. loc. cit. 
part of the number of lines, tliat 
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afierts, « they were one volume in the time of Chrift V' the 
latter fey s 5 u the contrary is evident from the hiftory of An- 

* .ftceas, which mentions the law as written in feveral vo- 
u lumes ;" and adds, " that of die infinite number of books 
" there are in the world divided into volumes, there is not 
" one in all antiquity which can be evidenced to have been 
" as big a volume, as half the Pentateuch would have made." 
He. concludes averting the prefent fynagogue books to be 
more for JhtWy than far ufe % &c. * It does not feem very ma- 
terial, which of thefe learned gentlemen was in the right: 
either of their opinions being fuppofed true, iufRciently evi- 
dences the abfurdity of imagining St. Matthew to have wrote 
fo fmall a part of his Gofpcl, on fo many pieces of paper as 
have been- mentioned. 

* Thus I have endeavoured to (hew the unreafonablenefs of 
fitppofing St. Matthew to have wrote after that manner, 
which Mr. Whifton fttppofes : after the clofeft confideration 
of the matter, I am not able to conceive of any thing, which 
could be the motive or reafon of St. Matthew's writing thus. 
Perhaps it may be (kid, he wrote down his accounts of mat- 
ters as they came to pafs, left they (hould flip his memory 5 
but this fuppofition is upon many accounts groundlefs and 
falfe, feveral of thefe things having come to pafs before St, 
Matthew was called, and almoft all the parts or periods fo in- 
troduced, as to imjSy a connection (though not in point of 
time) with the preceding and following parts of the hiftory. 
But a fuller anfwer to this opinion I do not think myfelf yet 
obliged to make \ only. would refer the reader to the foregoing 
table. 

As . to the hints, which Mr. Whifton propofes, to reftore 
thefe difordered parts to their true order again, I cannot think, 
that, befides what has been already faid, they require any par- 
ticular confideration. I would only make this one remark 

* Cum infinlti fuperfint librl in cxaequet. Voff. Refponf. ad iterat. 

volumina diftin&i, vel unumin tota P. Simon.. Obje&. p. 371, et ejuf- 

antiquitateoftendaturvolumen,quod dem Refponf. ad tenia* Simon 1 

ad tan tarn cxcrefcat molem, ut vel Obje&. p. 95. 
dimidiam librorum Moyfis partem 

from 
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'from them, viz. thathe,*wbo <M tran^ofc-Aem, ftiuft be<tftoe 
that Was very well acquainted with the Goffcl'hiftoty-, «fltl 
fech a one cbuM cot poffibJy make ftieh bkfcrifer-s as thefe. 
'Ikit'I leave thw, and the mor'e.partictilar'confideratioivof tb#& 
'matter, to'thofe who fhali jodge/it ilicoffiuy. 
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Mr, WhiJlorCs Obfervation y that our prefent Greek Qrpies of 
this Go/pel are a Tranfhtion out of Hebrew, and for that 
Reafon more liable to the Qiforder, which he fupppfcs y cou/i- 
dered. St. Mattheto did not write his Gtfpel in Hebrew, 

' though it is ajferted by ail the Fathers*, The Fathers have 
frequently (one after another) fallen into the fame Aft/lake m 
Matters ofFafi* How they came to fill into this Mi/lake^ 
viz. by taking the Gofpd.ofthe Nazarenes and Ebionites for 
the true, authentick Gofpel of \Bu Matthew. The Fathers 
were under a Sort of Necefjity of believing this Mi/lake. 

THE remaining part of what Mr. Whifton fays, to eftab. 
lifli his propofition, confifts of an obfervation or two, 
which he imagined would make it appear more probable, and 
give feme light in this matter to fome future inquiries ; arid 
a vindication of himfelf from fuch cenfures^as the frangenefs of 
the propofition would occafion *. 

The two obfervations which Mr. Whifton makes, are, he 
fays, inftead of fome conjectures which he t>nce defigned to 
have offered, how thefe feftions came to be fo ftrangely tranf- 
pofed. It is to be lamented, that any thing" fhould haveljeen 
the unhappy means of preventing fo good a defign. Mr* 
WhiftonYzeal for truth, and his indefatigable endeavours ta 
find it out, perfuade me, that nothing but the impoffibility of 
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accomplifhing his defign, would have prevented him in purfu- 
ing it. For my part (as I have already faid) I cannot fee any 
bther way of accounting for the diforder, than that which Mr. 
Whifton and Mr. Toinardhave taken, and which has been 
confidered in the two foregoing chapters. 

I proceed now to confider Mr. Whifton's two obferva- 
tions ; the firft is this, viz. " The prefent copies of St Mat- 
thew are only a translation from the Hebrew (in which lan- 
guage all antiquity affirm that Gofpel was written), and 
c< may therefore more probably have been fubje£t to fome 
" confufion and diforder than any of the reft, whofe own co- 
u pies we ftill have in the fame language wherein they were 
c< originally written by their authors." t 

This obfervation of Mr. Whifton's will appear to be no 
fupport to his hypothecs, when the two following propofitions 
are duly confidered. . 

1 . That St. Matthew* s Gofpel, in our prefent copies, is not a 
tranjlation out of Hebrew, but the original Greek itfelf in 
which that Evangelijl wrote. 

2 . Suppofing our prefent Greek copies are a tranjlation out of 
Hebrew, yet they were not, for that reafon, at all the more 
likely tofuffer any fuch dijheations or diforder > as Mr. Whijlon 

fuppofes. 

l. St. Matthew' s Gofpel, in our prefent copies^ is not a tranf 
la t ion out of Hebrew, but the original Greek itfelf in which 
that Evangelijl wrote. I own indeed with Mr. Whifton, that 
all antiquity hath affirmed this: I cannot find, that fo much as 
any one of the antientsdid believe this Gofpel originally wrote 
in Greek. Papias *, Irenaeus b , Origen% Jerome d , Auftin % 
Eufebius f , Theophyla& *, and feveral others h ^ do all agree 


• Apud Eufeb. Hift. Keel. 1. 3. e De Confenf. Evang. 1 i.e. 2. 

c. 39. - f Hift. Eccl. 1. 3; c. 24.. 

b Adv.Hacref. 1. 3.C. 1. • Praefat. inJMatth* 

c Apud Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. 1; 6. h There areYeveral others, (viz. 

c* aj;. * ' Cyril of Jerufalem; Chryfoftcm, 

d Proem, in Comment. Sup. &c.) cited by Du Pin in his Hilt. 

Matth. et in Catalog. Scriptor .Eccl. of the Canon of the New Teft. 

ad voc. Matth. vol. ii^c.z. §. 3. but I have them not. 
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to affure us, that this Gofpel was originalljr Mfrote in Hebrew* 
I (hall not go about particularly to confider each of thcfe tefti- 
monies ; Dr. Whitby has already done this, as to the moft 
confiderable of them *, in bis Prefatory Difcourfe to the Four 
Evangelijfs : inftead of this, I will make a few obfervations, 
which may help to give fome light into this matter. 

1. It is certain, that a great many of the Fathers hatfc 
fallen into the fame miftake, not only in matters of mere {pe- 
culation (Which was very common), but alfo in matters of 
fait. Every one, who is at all acquainted with the Popifli 
controverfial writings, will eafily admit this obfervation to be 
true. It is common in them to meet with a great body of 
Fathers, cited to fupport the moft apparent fqjfehoods. A 
perfuafion that the Scriptures of the Old Teftament were cor- 
rupted by the Jews, prevailed very much among the Fathers, 
though a notorious falfehood : and Dr. Whitby, in his Trea*- 
tife of Traditions, has fliewed, that " die Fathers have been 
a impofed upon by the Jews, in other things, received from ' 
" them by tradition, and afTerted by more teftimonies of an* 
€C tient Fathers, than are vouched to prove that the Gofpel 
" according to St. Matthew was firft written in Hebrew. 
" So, for inftance, they do a great many of them relate the 
u ftory, of the feventy translators of the Greek Bible making; 
(< their tranflation in fo many cells, which is a mere fable." 
For a further confirmation of this matter, I ihall think it fuf* 
ficient to refer the reader to that excellent treatife of Mr* 
Daille, Concerning the Right Vfe of the Fathers b . 

It may here beobjeded, that I mylelf have made ufe of their 
teftimony, to prove the manner in which St. Mark's Gofpel 
was wrote c . 

To this I only anfwer, that in fuch cafes, where there can 
be no obje&ion made agatnft any particular teftimony, nor 
any probable reafon aligned, why they fhould fall into fuch 
miftake, we ought certainly to believe them. The former 
was the cafe in refpeft of the writing of St. Mark's Gdfpel j 

• » Sea. 5. e Pi 5°* 

»» Sec efpccially Part II. c. 3. 
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the latter is the cafe in the matter now under confideration, as 
Will appear by what follows. 

2. Though we fuppofe it a miftake that St. Matthew wrote 
Jus Gofpel in Hebrew, it was almoft impoflible that a great 
number of the fathers fhould not fall into it. Although it 
was originally wrote in Greek, it had been very ftrange if 
mapy of the Fathqjs had not believed it to be wrote in He- 
brew. However like a paradox this may feem, I doubt nQt 
tmft to ipake it appear very probable by the following obfer- 
vatipns. 

ObC I. That the Nasarenes or Ebionites, two very early 
fc&s among the ChriJlians, ha^ * Gofpel which they made 
ufe of, called The Gospel, according to the Hebrews 3 . 
Though they ^ere certainly two different fe&s. (and not the 
fame perfens, as Mr* Toland, according to his old way of 
plundering, would hpve jthem to be b ) 9 yet the difference be- 
tween the^r Ggipels was not very great : fome difference it 
fteias fibere was, for the Qpfpei of the v Nazarenes was moft 
full mi entire in Hebrew* but the Gofpel of the Ebionites 
W*s adulterated and imperfe&y if Epiphanius be to be credited 
In this matter c ; but according to Jerome, they feem to have 
been the lame Gofpel d , for he (peaks of the Gofpel of die Na- 
£af$&q5 nod E^hio&kQ? as ont> which) fays he, / translated into 
Greek* 

• *Efcot;*i $ (fcil. Nazanei) to Gofpel according to the Hebrews j 
x«r« M«*$*w ^v^yyiMov v*ir , and $• T 3- he *P eaks thus of lt: * 

fir*™ 'E&f&i, Epiphan. Haeref. Ev r ? V*' *«j *™ r * *WW*V 

29. §.9. * Karet Mar-SWar oropa£o/A<w, w% 

In Evangel io juxta Hebrseos-— &y ^1 ortapsraTft;, dbXoi moScv/xiW 

quo uruntur ufque hodie Nazareni. xec ] ^ur^aa^iv^^oCiMv $* t«- 

Hieronym. adv.^ Pelag. 1. 3. c. 1. T0 xa ^ & c . \[ e . in the Go/pel 

2v*yyt>6u Mpovy ru **$ ZQp&Us nvbicb the Ebionites ufe, called the 

teyoftiw xfuptMh fcil, Ebionaei. Go/pel according to St. Matthew, 

Eufeb. 1. 3. c. 27. not entire, but imperfecl and cor- 

b In his late pamphlet called Na- rupted. 
zarenus, c. 9. d In Evangelio, quo utuntur Na- 

c Epiphanius's . account of the zareni et Ebionitae, quod nuper in 

Gofpel of the Nazarenes, fee in Hae- Graecum de Hebraed Sermone tranf- 

ref. 29, $. 9. juft now cited. 1 Of tulimus. Comment, in Matth. 

the Gofptl of the Ebionites, Haeref. 1. 2. c. 12. 

30. §.3. he fays they call it the. 

T 2 2. This 
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2. This their Gofpel was wrote in Hebrew, or rather, that 
which was then the language of the Jews, Syriack or Syro- 
Chaldaick. This is evident from the paflages in Jerome and 
Epiphanius juft cited. The former of whom tells us in an- 
other place, tt that there was a Hebrew copy even in his time 
<c in the library at Caefarea j" and adds, " that he himfelf had 
" the liberty granted him by the Nazarenes that lived at Be- 
<( rea, to tranfcribe their copy." It is thought by fome that 
the Hebrew copy, which was at Caefarea, was judged by Je- 
rome to be St. Matthew's own manufcript ; but there is not 
any foundation for this opinion in that Father's words *. 

3. This Hebrew Go(pel, which the Nazarenes and Ebi- 
x onites made ufe of, they believed, and confequently declared, 

to be the true Gofpel, which St. Matthew wrote. This is 
evident by their putting fo great a value upon it, as to rejeft 
all the other 5 j and to make ufe only of this b . Hence Eufebius 
tells us c , a that thofe Jews, who had received the faith of 
" Chrift, were extremely fond of this Gofpel according to 
<€ the Hebrews." By thefe Jews it is impoffible (as Valefius 
has obferved) to understand any but the Nazarenes and Ebi- 
onites. 

4. This opinion, which the Nazarenes and EUonites had of 
their Gofpel^ prevailed fo far , as to be believed by a great many y 
if not by mojl. Jerome exprefsly tells us, that, in his time, it 
was believed by moft to be the true and autbentick Gofpel of 
Matthew d . And Eufebius tells us, that it was acknow- 
ledged to be a genuine booty by moft in his time y and that it was 
rejected only by fome* His words are; u Among thefe, viz. 


* Porro ipfum Hebraicum habe- 
tur ufque hcxlie in Caefari^nfi bibli- 
otheca, quam Pamphilus Martyr 
ftudiofiffime conftcit. Mihi qvu- 
que a Nnzai«is, qui in Eirceu, ur- 
be Syrix, hoc voluininc utuntur, 
dcfcribendi facultas fuit. Catalog. 
Script. Ecclef. ad Matth. 

Kpot itroitno *6yo». Euieb. Hill, 
Ecch 1. 3. c. 27. 


9r«fa3i|a/>urot ya!\,qxa\. Hi it. Eccl. 
I. 3. c. 25, 

d In Evangelio, quo utuntur Na- 
zareni et Ebionitae, quod nuper in 
Giaecum de Hebraeo ftimone tranf- 
tulimus, et quod vocatur a pkrifque 
Matthaei tuithenticum. Co mm. in 
Matth. lib. 2, c. 12. 
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u the fpurious books, fome place the Gofpel according to the 
c< Hebrews." His ufing the word rm$, and faying they were 
only fome, who looked upon this Gofpel as fpurious and Apo- 
cryphal, is a plain intimation, that a great many believed it to 
be genuine \ It is not at all ftrange, that the Nazarenes 
fhould endeavour to perfuade the world, that their Gofpel was 
the true one j and fhould gain credit with thofe, who were not 
able to contradict: them. 

5. This current and commonly received opinion was moft cer~ 
tainlyfalfe. Here I muft take it for granted, that our prefent 
Greek copies are authentick and true, I mean only fo far as 
to contain all that St. Matthew wrote ; and if fo, it is certain 
the Gofpels of the Nazarenes and Ebionites were fpurious, 
for they contain a great many idle fables, which are not in 
ours. Thefe interpolations or additions are in part collefled 
by Grotius b , Father Simon c , and others ; but very fully, and 
fet down at large, by the learned and laborious Fabricius, in 
his ufeful book, intitled, Codex Apocryphus Novi Te/lamenti 9 
Sec. d Any one, who will be at the pains to confult the 
places referred to, will foon perceive, that the Gofpel of St. 
Matthew according to the Hebrews, which the Nazarenes and 
Ebionites made ufe of was very different from our prefent Gof- 
pel of St. Matthew. The fame may be undeniably proved 
from Jerome's tranflating it into Greek; had it been the 
fame, or had there been only fome little difference between 
this Hebrew Gofpel, and the true Greek copies, which were 
received into the Canon of the Church, it had been very ab- 
furd for Jerome to have tranflated it out of the Hebrew into 
Greek, as he fays he did. Now from the foregoing obferva- 
tions it is very eafy to perceive, how it came to pafs thatfo 
many of the antient Fathers were impofed upon, and made to 
believe that St. Matthew wrote his Gofpel in Hebrew. There 
was a Gofpel in the world, which went under St Matthew's 

m *Hh y iv totok (fc *$•*$) b In TituL Matth. 

timc xa* rl naSt '£Cpi«v Evayyi- c Critic. Hift. of the New Teft. 

X w , xari'Xf&f. Loc. jam cit. T w> P a . r - '• c - 7- P- 68, &c. DuPin, 

i. e, a paucis quibufdam. Vid. vo1 ; *• c * *• V \ m 
Millii P&eg. in N. T. %. +0. * From P' 35* to p. 371. 

T 3 name, 
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name, wrote in Hebrew* and declared by thofe, who ufed it, 
to be the original of St. Matthew j the credulous multitude 
believed as the Nazarenes did, and fo the miftake was fpread 
in the world. It is not poflible but the Nazarenes would gain 
credit with fome ; nay it has been proved, that the generality 
did believe it; and therefore it can be no wonder, that fo many 
have aflerted it. 


CHAP. XVIII. 

The Fathers fell into the Miftake that St. Matthew wrote in 
Hebrew 1 becaufe none ofthentj except Origen, Jerome y and 
Epiphaniusy underjlood that Language. They were, upon 
that Account, unable to compare the Go/pel of the Na%atefus 
with their own Greek Copies^ and difcover its Spurioufriefs. 
This confirmed by a Remark, that none of the father -j, who 
ajfert St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew^ have cited the Go/pel 
of the Nazarenes, except the three mentioned^ who underjlood 
that Language. The Reafons ajjignedy why they (Epipha- 
niusj yeromey and Origen) fell into the fame Miftake. Pa- 
piasy thefirjl Chrijlian Writer who afferts this 9 was a very 

fabulous and credulous Perfon^yet was followed by many of 
the Fathers in his Miftakes (as Eufebius obferves)^ by rea- 

fon of his Antiquity. .His Tejlimony in this Matter proved 
by one part of it to befalfe. 

IT will very much add to the probability of the foregoing 
account, that of all thofe Fathers, who have fallen into this 
miftake, there were none that were able to prove it to be fo, 
except Origen, Epiphanius, and Jerome. They did not any 
of them underftand the Hebrew language, and confequently 
not being able to compare the Gofpel of the Nazarenes with 
their own Greek copies, could not perceive its interpolations 
and additions, and fo were under a fort of neceffity of believ- 
ing the common report. Had they been able to have read 

this 
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this Hebrew Gofpel, and fo to have perceived the difference 
between it and their own, they would certainly have reje&ed 
it, as not agreeable to St. Matthew's original, and confe- 
quendy have loft the foundation of their opinion, that St. 
Matthew wrote in Hebrew. 

To /upport this, I have made the following remark, viz. 
That not one of all tbofe Fathers, who have ajferted the Gofpel 
ef St. Matthew to be originally wrote in Hebrew^ have made 
any ufe of the Gofpel of the Nazarenes in their writings^ except 
the three above-mentioned^ who underjlood Hebrew. There is 
not the leaft evidence that either Papias, Irenxus, Eufebius, 
Auftin, Chryfoftom, Cyril, or Theophylaft, ever faw, or 
made ufe of, this Gofpel. It is not fo much as once referred 
to in all their writings a . This could only be, becaufe they 
did not underftand the language in which it was written : had 
they underftood Hebrew, no doubt fome of them would have 
ufed it, as well as thofe three Fathers who did. Indeed it has 
been thought by feveral learned men, that Papias made ufe of 
this Gofpel,. and cited the ftory of the adulterous woman out 
of it. So Father Simon ; " Papias faith, that the hiftory of 
" the woman, who was accufed of many fins before our Sa- 
c< viour, is to be read in the Gofpel that was called According 
u to the Hebrews" But this is a very great miftake, which 
this and other learned men are fallen into, for want of carefully 
obferving Eufebius's words ; he does not fay that Papias took 
this out of the Gofpel according to the Hebrews ; but that this' 
ftory was among Papias 9 s works, and then adds in his own 
words, that this hiftory is in that Go/pel b . From whence it 
does not follow, that he, any more than Papias, had read this 
Gofpel. If then none of thofe, who affert St. Matthew to 
have wrote in Hebrew, did underftand Hebrew, and if none 
of them did fee the Gofpel of the Nazarenes ; no wonder they 
fell in with (he common report of the Nazarenes, that their 
Gofpel was the true original one of St. Matthew. Thus I 


a The ground of my 'afferting is not one cited out of any of thofe 

this, is Fabricius's collection of the Fathers'. * 

fragments of it, among which there b Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. I.3. c, 29. 
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have (hewn, how very likely it was, the Fathers fhould fall 
into this miftake. 

This is (o far from being a precarious fuppoiition, that it 
may be made very evident by that which Epiphanius tells us j 
viz. " That the Nazarenes, in his time, had the Gofpel of 
" Matthew very complete in Hebrew ; for without doubt it 
<c is preferved by them till this day, as it was at firft written 
"in Hebrew letters; but 'I cannot tell whether they have 
• c taken away the genealogies from Abraham to Chrift, or 
" not V Now from thefe words it is evident, 

1. That he never faw the Gofpel of the Nazarenes; and 

fo, 

2. He thought it to be the very fame with that which 
St. Matthew wrote $ wherefore, 

3/ He could riot but believe St. Matthew wrote his Gof- 
pel at firft in Hebrew. 

This was die cafe with Epiphanius ; and if it was fo with 
one that was a native of Paleftine, that underftood the Hebrew 
language j if, I fay, he was thus impofed upon by the Naza- 
renes, how much more eafily would thofe be impofed upon, 
who lived in diftant countries, and knew nothing at all of the 
language. 

It feems indeed a little ftrange, that Origen and Jerome, 
who both underftood the language, and faw the Gofpel of the 
•Nazarenes, fhould fall into this error. T^ey compared fre-r 
quently the Gofpel of the Nazarenes, and the Greek copies 
together, and cite them very often in their works ; nay, and 
Jerome tranflated this Gofpel into Greek and Latin; they 
could not therefore be deceived, and think it the original of 
St. Matthew, and therefore conclude that St. Matthew wrote 
in Hebrew. 

This indeed feems to be a very confiderable objection, 

* "E^aa-i ^s to Kara Mccr^aTot yyx,py.ai.ai* , rr» cwfyrai. Ovk ol^at 

Evayyi^ov tn'kin^Tocrov £(p^«Vr»* 2k 9 si xai rotf ytnaXoyiaf recs aVo 

toctg atvToTf ydg <ra(pwe rSro, xa« T*f *Atyaaf«, a^i Xpirftf vrtPuTXov. 

§&>s t£ *&$$ iypdfn '£€pai>K«*V Hacref. 49, §, 9. 

which 
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which has not, I think, been at all taken notice of yet. In 
anfwer to it, I obferve ; 

I. As to Origen, thgt he does not deliver it as his opinion, 
that St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew, but only as what he re- 
ceived by tradition*, unlefs he mention it fomewhere elfe in his 
writings, befides that place cited by Eufebius*. But, , 

2L Suppofe both Jerome and he had aflerted this, it might 
perhaps proceed from a too great rejpecl to fo univerfal a tra- 
dition. They found it was aflerted by every body, and there- 
fore they believed it : it is well known, how very little fuf- 
picious the firft Chriftians were of die traditions of the 
Church. But, 

3. This will appear more probable, if we confider, who 
among the Gentile Chriftians was the firft author of this opinion. 
As far as we can trace it, it owes its original to Papias, Bifliop 
of Hierapolis b ; who, though a perfon of a very weak genius, 
both credulous and fabulous, was very likely to be believed, 
even by Jerome and Origen. He was cotemporary with the 
Apoftles, and pafled under the fpecious character of being a 
hearer of St. fohn^ an intimate of Poly carp ^ and a man of the 
greateft antiquity c ; and this poffibly might, in fome meafure, 
influence thefe two learned men to give into the received 
opinion, without making themfelves a ftri& inquiry there- 
into. 

4. This conjefture is very much confirmed by a remark, 
which Eufebius has made concerning this Papias d , viz. 
" That he has related a great many fabulous ftories of our 
c< Saviour, particularly that he Ihould reign corporally on 
u earth, for a thoufand years after the refurreftion. Thefe 


rav vtcreayaf EvayytXivt. Hiftor. 
Eccl. 1. 6. c. 25. 

b L. 6* c. 39. 

* Tovto. $1 not Tl&irias 'iawtwtf 

yiyovuS) dqyjuot ctrif. Iren. adv. 
Haeref. 1. 5. c 33. Concerning 
Papias's ace, and this teftimony of 
Jrenaeus, iee the learned Mr. Pod- 


weirs Diflert. in Iren. 1. §. 3, &c. 

d X<l>Q$i>oc yap rot CjUixgof at 
to* vxv 9 <y? a>» ex tup olvtou Xoyut 
TiKfJiVl^afAivov tlirm, (pocivsTctf tcrXvjv 
xeci TW fjLtr ecvrof mteiroiq h<rcif 
tut lxx\r,criarixuv, t>j$ Quotas avrta 
£of»j? vretrfiaiTioq yeyovi, rr.v a^at- 

QTV}TCl r'tutyoi fffoCiGtojfAiMHf. Hlft. 

Eccl. 1, 3, c. 39. 

cc things, 
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€ < things, (ays Eufcbius, be imagined, miflaktng the Apoftks* 
<c meaning — for he was a perfon of a very mean genius* as 
f c appears from his works ; yet almajl: all Ecclefiaftical wri- 
" ters were led by him into this miftake, influenced by the 
H antiquity of the man $ or as Valefius renders it, hominis 
<( vetuftate fententiam fuam tuentibus y i. e. defending their 
"topinion by the argument of its author's antiquity." This 
now makes it more probable, that Origen and Jerome, who 
were ablv to confute it, (hould yet receive this common tra«* 
cfition. 

Having here had occafion to mention Papias, as the firft 
who .publifhed this opinion of St. Matthew's being written 
originally in Hebrew, I cannot but take notice of one thing in 
bis teftimony^ which feems to invalidate it, or at Uajt to mate 
it very dubious and uncertain. What I mean is this : he fays% 
that St. Matthew wrote his Gofpel in Hebrew, and that every 
one interpreted it as they were abJe 9 fypxtwm $ «*r<* «* * &W» 
f*«r<*. Now hence it follows, that ki his time there was no 
au{hentick Greek Verfion made, if there was any at all. This 
Father Simon (though it be to ferve a bad purpofe) does 
juftly infer b ; " If," fays he, "there had been in his time 
" (vifc. Papias's) a Greek Verfion of the Gofpel of St. Mat- 
* ( thew, which had been made by fame Apoftle, he would not 
" have failed to have told us of it." But notwithstanding 
this affertion of Papias, there feems to be very good reafon to 
believe the contrary ; for all the writers of that age, cotempo- 
raries with Papias, and fome of them older than he, when they 
cite this Gofpel, do cite it as it is in our prefeht Greek 
copies. Clemens Romanus, Ignatius, Barnabas, Polycarp 
(an acquaintance of PapiasV), Irenaeus (an acquaintance of 
PolycarpV), and Juftin Martyr, do cite this Gofpel in fuch 
a manner, as undeniably evidences, not only that they made 
ufe of the fame copies, but alio the fame with dur prefent 
Greek ones. This I aflert upon a ftri& examination of this 


a Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 3. c. 39. e Iren. Adv. Haeref. 1. 5. c. 33. 

b Critic. Hift. of the Nov Teft. d Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 5. c. 20. 

Part 1. c. 9. p. 79. 

matter 
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matter in each of thefe authors. Now this could not poffibly 
have been, if, according to Papias, every one tranflatcd as 
they were able, and there was no common verfion. Nothing 
can be more abfurd than to fuppofe, that they fliould all hap- 
pen to make ufe of the fame Greek words. Befides, none of 
thefe Fathers, except Barnabas, did underftand, or were able 
to tranflate at all out of the Hebrew* There muft therefore 
(fuppofing St. Matthew to have wrote in Hebrew) been fome 
common verfion at this time into Greek, and confequently 
Papias muft be miftaken in this part of his teftimony ; and if 
fo, it feems very reafonable to conclude, be was miftaken in 
the other part alfo. And thus I think we have fet afide the 
firft and moft antient teftimony, that St. Matthew wrote in 
Hebrew, and that which, together with the tradition 6f the 
Nazarenes, feems to have led fo many of the Fathers into 
this miftake. 

Upon the whole, this is what I judge to be dear from what 
has been faid : the Nazarenes made very early a tranflation of 
St. Matthew's Gofpel into Hebrew, for the ufe of the Jews, 
with feveral additions ; this they ftill called. The Gofpel of St. 
Maithtw, and declared to be his original \ Papias, a filly and 
credulous writer, believed them ; and fo, in fucceeding ages, 
the Nazarenes ftifl declaring the fame, the opinion pafied 
from one to another without any contradi&ion*. 

• Les Nazareens ecriverent letir main en main. Mr. L'Enfant, 

Evangile iur les inftru&ions ou Chaplain to the King of Pruffia, in 

Memoires de S. Matthieu, et ils en his Remarks upon Dr. Mill's Tef- 

parlerent commc de TEvangile de S. tamelit, in a Letter to Mr. Le 

Matthieu. Papias les cnit de bonne Clerc, Biblioth. choifie. Tom. 16, 

loi, et cette opinion paffe ainl\ de Art. 5. p. 291, 
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CHAP. XIX. 

Several Arguments, by which it appears probable, that St. Mat- 
thew did- not write his Gofpel in Hebrew. The Greek was 
the moft common Language, and for that Reafon that Gofpel 
was mofl likely to be ufeful therein. The Suppofmg it a Tranf 
lation makes its Infpiration dubious. It is not probable, that 
the Original Hebrew would ever have been lojl. The He- 
brew one we have now, is certainly a Tranjlation out of 
Grief. 

THOUGH there is not, that I know of, any one con- 
siderable argument to prove, that St. Matthew wrote 
in Hebrew, befides the teftimony of the Fathers $ yet very 
great numbers of learned men have thought that of itfelf fuffi- 
cient. The Papift* almoft all, and a great many alnong the 
Proteftanta (viz* Cafeubon, Grotius,Dn Cave, Voifius, &c), 
have fubmitted to the authority of the Fathers in this matter. 
On the other hand) the warmeft advocates for the Reform- 
ation (viz. Calvin, Chemnitius, Chamier, Whitaker, Mich. 
Waltherusj &c.) contend, that our prefent Greek copies are 
the original in which St. Matthew wrote. 

Having in the foregoing Chapter endeavoured to (hew, 
how it came to pafs, that the Fathers fo univerfally fell into 
the miftake of St, Matthew's being wrote in Hebrew, I would 
now offer two or three other arguments, whereby it will ap- 
pear, this Gofpel was originally written in Greek, and not in 
Hebrew. 

I . Tlie Greek vias the mofl proper language for St. Matthew 
to write in, in order to anfwer the ends and defegns of his writ- 
ing. Here I muft take it for granted, that St. Matthew's 
defign in writing, was the fame as that of the other writers of 
the New Teftament, vizi the propagating the hiftory and 
doctrines of Chrift, to as great a part of the world as poffible. 

For 
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For though St. Matthew (as well as St. Mark, and perhaps 
all the facred writers of the New Teftament) was more im- 
mediately influenced by fome particular occafion to write ; 
yet there can be no doubt but that he would write his Gofpel, 
fo that it might be of the moft extenfive ufefulnefs. It is 
hard to fuppofe him under the condu& of divine infpi ration, 
and not fuppofe him to write fo, as his Gofpel fliould be moft 
ufeful and beneficial to the world ; and if fo, then it was ne- 
ceflary he fhould write in Greek. The Hebrew 'language 
was then but very little known and ufed, in comparifon 
of what the Greek was. Nay the Latin, the language of the 
empire, was not at that time, when St. Matthew wrote, near 
fo much in ufe as the Greek : the Greek language is read in 
all nations^ but the Latin is confined within very narrow limits, 
fays Cicero \ Hence it is obfervable, that St. Paul, though 
he wrote to the Jews or Hebrews, yet, for the more extenfive 
ufefulnefs of that infpired Epiftle, wrote in Greek. And fo 
alfo did St. Peter and St. James, although their Epiftles were 
immediately defigned for, and directed to, the Jews. 

2* Our prefent Greek copy of St. Matthew is not a tranf- 
lation out of Hebrew, becaufe tkefuppofing it to be fa makes its 
authority very precarious and uncertain. This argument is 
founded upon the fuppofition of this (as well-as other hiftorical 
books) being wrote by the influences and infpiration of the 
Holy Spirit. Now the fuppofing it a tranflation, is incon- 
fiftent with that authority and eft?em, which every infpired 
book does neceflarily demand. This is evident, becaufe we 
have not the leaft evidence of the. infpiration of the tranflator, 
nor the leaft reafon to conclude the tranflation is juft. The 
Fathers, who were impofed upon to believe it originally wrote 
in Hebrew, found themfelves under a neceflity of imputing the 
tranflation to fome infpired perfon, though they can by no 
means agree who the perfon was. The Author of the Syn^ 
opfis which goes under Athanafius's name, fays; // was 
tranjlated by Jame$ y the brother of our Lord y according to the 


* Graeca leguntur in omnibus exiguis fane, com inentur. Ornt. 
fere gentibus, Latina fills finibus, pro Area. Pov;t. §.13. 

fitfr- 
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fttjh*. Theophylaft attributes it to St. John the Evangelift, 
According to the tradition that was current in his time b . An*- 
ftafius Sinaita fays it was done by St. Luke and St. Paul 
jointly c . Nicephorus afcribes it to Barnabas 4 . Such was the 
diverfity of opinions among the antients in this matter ; but in 
this they all agree, that it was neceflary it fliould be dons by 
an infpired perfbn. So alio the more modern writer?, efp$- 
ciatty the Protectants, who believe it a tianflation (though 
few, I think, except Dr. Mill* pretend to fix the perfon), all 
find it neceflary to conclude it done by an infpired perfon. So 
Ca£uibon f and many others; but the truth is, they have no 
juft foundation for faying fc: Jerome hooeftly confefies, it 
was very uncertain, who translated it out of Hebrew into 
Greek*: and if fo, it is impoffible k fhould have equal autho- 
rity with the other hooks. For all we know to the contrary, 
it may be a very falfe and corrupt tranfiatioa; it may be dose 
by a perion no way qualified for fuch a work; *&d dees fibt 
this now tnake its authority dubious and uncertain I For my 
part I freely own, if I believed it to be a tranflatioji made by a 
peribn I know nothing of, I could not yield it that feme re- 
ipe&, and have that fame value for it, as the other parte of the 
{acred writings. The Papifts, who are always endeavouring 
to kfien the authority of the Scriptures* that fo they might 
make them depend upon their church for their authority, were 
•very well aware of this j and hence there is not, I think, above 
one or two. of them (viz. Cajetan, and Erafqaus, if he be to 
be called a Papift), but have fallen in with the common error 
of the Fathers. Baronius, Father Simon, Du Pin, and the 


ctbXtyti rov Kvptou to xuru aapxet. 
Vid, Cafaub. ad Baron. AnnaJ. 
c. 16. §. 115. 

* Praefat. in Matth. 

c Apud "Calkub, ibid. 
d Hift. Eccl. 1. 16. c. 37. 

* Prolegom. in Nov. Teit. §, 66, 
f Quae divcrfitas fententiaram, ut 

de vero au&oire certo pronuntiare. 
not vetat, ita illud certiflime de- 


monftrat, ipfis Apoftolorum tem- 
poribus, ab uno illorum, aut iilorufi 
aufpiciis,vel potius Spiritus San<5H> 
cujus ipfi erant organa, Graecum 
textum ex Hebraito efle confe&unt. 
Exercit. ad Baron. Annal. c. 15. 
§. 12. 

* Quod quis poftea in Graecuni 
tranftuterit, non fat is certum eft. 
Catal. Eccief. Script, invoc. Matth* 
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reft of the Popifli writers, have been of this opinion, and be* 
ing fo, have not faiied to draw the confequence I am now 
fpeakiag of, from it* viz. tb'at our prtfrnt Greek copies are of 
very dubious, authority. « I affirm it," &ye Baronius*, " that 
" the authority of the Greek text, is very uncertain, unlefe we 
u had the original Hdbrew to cowpare with it" The learned 
Cafaubon in his anfwer to Baronius (though he believed St. 
Matthew wrote his Gofpel in Hebrew) was very unwilling to 
fdlow the Cardinal's confequence; " If," fays he t * the Greek 
u text of this Gofpel depends upon the Hebrew, then this 
" Gofpel, as we have itnow, is of no authority ;" and adds a 
little after i « then the -faith of the true Cathajick Church muft 
« depend upon the faith or credit of Hereticks (be means the 
" Oman Church), which God forbidV Tortus Father Si- 
400011 anfwers,- heartily efpoufitig the caufe of Baronios, and 
J»y$ m fo many words > * u There is nothing, bat the authority 
u of the church, a) one, tha{ gives authority to .this Verfion, and 
" that caa oblige *s,to prefer it before the Hebrew or Chal- 
€C daick copy of the NazareoesV However Ca&ubon and 
other PnHeftants may ioem to (huffie off, and chide thefe con- 
iequences* tbeyfeem to be inevitable. Hence it was juftly 
remarked by Mr. I/Enfaat in his letter to Le Clerx: *;" It 
" appears to me very probable, that St. Matthew wrote his 
** Gofpel in Greek, as the other Apoftks did, and with the 
** &me defign. For I casn think of nothing that founds more 
*' like a Papift, than to $alk of the work of an Apoftle tranf- 
€i latcd into Greek, by I do not know who, nor I do not know 
# how." As we would therefore avoid this confequence of 


. * DiicQ, quod Gracfus textus cu- 
jus fidei fit, nifi coll at o cum Hebrceo 
originali, .affirmare non poffumus. 
^Apud Ca&ubon. Exercit, c. 16. 
§. 115. 

b Si au&oritas Graeci textus 
.pendet at> Hebraico textu ; quum 
Hebraea dudum perierint, .neque 
ufquara extent hodie^ fequitur ne- 
leflario, nullum hodie ejus Evan- 
gelii debere effe pondus, nuilam 
auctoritatem — Adde quod haec fen- 
tentia fidem Catholics Ecclefoe ta- 


cit pendere (nefas di£hi) ab h«reti« 

coram fide. Cafaub, ibid. 

Critic. Hift, of the New Teft. 
Par. 1. -c. 9. 

d II me paroit fort vraifem- 
blable, que St. Matthieu ecrivit fon 
Evangile en Grec, comme les au- 
tres, et dans le m6me deffein. Car 
je ne trouve rien, qui ait plus Tail* 

d'un Romainjqu'uneVerfionGreque 
d'un ouvrage d'un Apotre, faite par 
je ne fais q\u,ni comment. Biblioth. 
•Choifie, torn. 16. Art. 5. p. 293. 

making 
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making the authority of this Gofpel uncertain, we muft con- 
clude it not to be a translation. I would only add further on 
this head^ that not only the Papifts, but the Jews, and other 
enemies of Chriftianity, will be very likely to improve this 
affertion to the difhonour of this Gofpel, fo far as to make 
them reject as uncertain one of the moft valuable parts of fa* 
cred Hiftory. This is not only what might be reasonably ex- 
pected, but what has been really matter of facV. So the 
learned Jew, with whom Limborch difputes, argues agaiftft 
this Gofpel ; u They lay," fays he, " that Matthew wrote in 
" Hebrew, but the original is loft ; afterwards his Gofpel ap- 
" peared in Greek, but no body knows who tranflated it b . 

3. St. Matthew's Gofpel was not wrote originally in He- 
brew, but in Greek j becaufe, if fo, the original Gofpel is en- 
tirely loft, which cannot be fuppofed. If it was wrote in He- 
brew, it it very certain that which we now have in that lan- 
guage under St. Matthew's name, is not it. For this was 
firft publifhed by Munfter, and he owns he received it from 
the Jews tattered, torn, and very imferfeit, and that he himfelf 
added what he thought necejfary : fo that it is very ftrange, 
that Quinquarboreus, in his preface to this Hebrew Gofpel % 
fliould imagine it to be the very lame Gofpel which St. Mat- 
thew wrote, although he had obferved what Munfter £ud. 
I need not be at the pains to confute this opinion : it is evi- 
dently a Verfion of our prefent Greek; it has here and there 
a few words added, and fometimes a few omitted ; yet it is (as 
far as I have obferved) a pretty good Verfion, though I dare 
affirm it is but a late one. If St. Matthew therefore wrote in 
Hebrew, the original is loft; but this cannot be fuppofed, 
without alfo fuppofing the firft Chriftians and primitive 
churches guilty of unpardonable negligence. Is it likely a 
treafure of fo much value, would be no more regarded ? If it 

» Vid. Sixt. Senenf. 1. 7. dc Limborch. de Vcrit. Chrift. Rclig. 

Evang. Matth. Haeref. quasi'. 4. num. 8. 

b Matthaeus tertur Hcbraico i- c Quod autcm hoc ipfum fit E- 

diomate fcripfnTe; fed quod, eo vangelium, auod D. Matthaeus 

autographo deperdito, Gvxco fer- Hebiaice fenpfit, ambigere quis 

monepoftcatranilatum apparuit, ab poflit. Edit. Parif. A. D. 1551. 
incerto autore ca lingua donatum* 

was 
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was vttate irv Hebrew^ it WS'Wrot* for th« Jrwsi aixl thef 
Jews wfcre not Wont to- be fo carekfs of .their fUcred books.. 
Thcr Btffeop and Cimrrhoi J«rufelom frouM* no doubtv Haw 
fitfcty) prfiftrvedf * book fo valuablew . <* 'Surety'* feys> <2ha* 
piierf^ * the negligence of the'Univer&l Ghtrrcb,or cvfen Aw 
f* Church at JefiAleftts would' notbe ft> great as to leu the 
" origtmhaf St; Matthew be loft, that tfttrc ts not the lefclfe 
Soffit to'bterfctfndj nayftha^if ihould not ortJf now* bene* 
* extant, but even utttiiy wknown iiti tli<r feeoncL century!." 
There were, ttoJaubtvooptes of this Gctfpek taken as<foon<aH£ 
w»|iuWifhed r aw4fpre^^ato0g*tbejieWi every where j and iff 
ft likely thid afrtinfe coptes (houU be (bentireiy loft ? This* 
is hard to be conceived, and therefore it is very irripxobaWb 
that St^fcdatthcw worn* fafcirt Hebrew. . ' -.,>■■. 
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Though SkMqttbetp'i Gofptl ]b* fuppcftd a Traq/fation ,wt of 
Hcbrw^yft it wis not fir that Rwfmmort Haifa to !&ijk* 
cation or Dif order* 

AS It is probable, that our prefent Greek copies of St. 
Matthew are not a tranflation out of Hebrew : fo 
2. It is certain that if they were, they would not have beer* 
at all upon that account more liable to the confufion and difor- 
der Mr. Whifton fuppofes., Tconfefs I am not able to guefsi 
how the tranflation (fuppofing it to be fo) could a,ny way in- 
fluence, or 6ccafion thefe di (locations. It were to be wifhed 
that Mr. Whifton had told us, how the tranilating it coul4 
hav^e had this bad influen^e^^thathe.had produced one fingle 
kiftance of any one \>ook in tfye world, that has thus fuffered by 
its being tranflated. Of the v % aft number of Vernons* that have 

u ••' ? . . 

* Non fuifle tantam live Eccle*. - tionis nullvytv fit omntyo veftigiuoj 
fifcTJniverialis, five etlam Hierolb-" cbrifervatum, * &c. Panitrat. Ca- 
lymitanae, negligentiam, lit ejus Edi- thol. 1, xx. c. 8. §. 8. 

Ve*. III. ! -U bceii 
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been made of the Old, and the other parte of the New Tefta* 
ment into all languages, not one has produced this bad efFeft; 
neither the Seventy, n#r Jonathan, nor Onkdos, nor any other 
of the Greek or Chaldee tranflators, difordered the Old Teft*. 
ment by their Versions ; neither the Syriack, nor Arabick, 
nor any of the many Latin tranflators of the New Teftament, 
did occasion any fuch diflocations in it ; and is it then to be 
credited, that the tranflator of St Matthew fhould be the- oc- 
cafion of fo many diflocations in this part of his Gofpel f 
When not one' of all the Verfions in the world has occa- 
fioned fomuch as one fingitf diforder, is it likely the tranflator 
of St. Matthew fhould occJfion about twenty, in ten fhort 
chapters? 

But to fbew the abfurdity of this fiij>pofition, I would ar- 
gue in the following manner : 

If the translation of this Gofpel be fuppofed to influence, 
and caufe the tranfpofition and diforder of thefe feveral parts, 
then it is plain thefe parts* were riot tranfpofed or mitylaced be- 
fore the tranflator began.his work, and confequently th* dis- 
order muft happen either in the time of tranflatingj or fftfir- 
wards. It was not likely to be done in the time of tranfflatingi 
for why fhould 3 perfon's reading a book with a defign to 
tranflate it into another language, any more occafion a difor- 
der in it, than if he had read it with no fuch defign ? If it was 
in its right order then (according to. the fuppofition), it is 
much more reafonable to fuppofe the tranflator would endea- 
vour to kjep it fo, than by any means mifplace it. Thus it 
was not done in the tiqne of Updating ; and it is very evi- 
dent the tranflation ^oulcl not influence the diforder after it 
was made y but would rather be a good means to prevent any 
fuch diforder happening to the original, if there had, been any 
danger of it. 

The other remark, which Mf. "Whiftbn makes, is, that 
this diforder concludes, and the true order begins to be obferved % 
at a very remarkable per ioa\ viz. the death of St. John the Bap* 
tijly and the commencing of our Saviour* s Jingle faini/if y there* 
upon *• To this I think it fufficicnt to anfwer, that there are 
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feveral other periods of the Gdpel htftory,*s remarkable as 
this, where no diforder has happened*' 
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Several Atgum&U to prov^.tha^joutprefint Greek tfip*es jofSt. 
,Matibw : are. mi at all, tr<tofp?fs4 />r a^fordered^fmce that 

. . £vange^Ji 9 s,fr^ : wiM9fy.. No Book ever wqs thus dif or- 
dered. It dues not/tern agreeable to the Gare^ which Divine 

§ PrmdtwetoJi^xt&rfijtf Books^io per- 

mit this to have happened to &t t Matthew's, Go/p/L flb t other 

.■Part of St. Matthew* j Gojjpel dfirdere^anrf.fJbertforenot 
ibis. The f>iflocatims % which Afr, Whijfen fupppfes tf . could 
not happtn Xo this. Go/pel \in, tbt.JfrflUs^Pwe^ 

HITHERTO I. have been' conficfering what Ktrl WhiT-^ 
ton offers in defence of his propofltioni and by many 
ways ihewing how unreafonable it is, to affert IhisGbfpel fo 
tranfpofed anil mifplaced, as he does. " All that 1 fhall do fur- 
ther, fhall be only to add three or four other arguments, by 
which it Will appear, that our frefent copies of Si. Matthew 
have notfujfered any a i iJlocations % ,but are in this refpecJ the very 
fame* as when St. Matthew dtfr/l wrote* In order to which 
I obferve ; 

I. That there fleVer has yet been diicovered or proved an 
initance of any fuch tranfpofitions and mffplaeings, in any 
writings facred or profane, in a,ny language, by any means 
whatfoeven It is indeed very difficult to affert and defend an 
univerfal negative propofition, and to fay fuch a thing never 
has heen, unlefs the be^ng of It be impoffible, and imply z con- 
tradiction to fome certain and well-eftablifhed truth. Though 
indeed fuch a diforder as Mr. Whifton fuppofes, be not a 
thing in iifelf abfolutely impoffible to have happened either to 
this, or fome other book j yet I will venture to affert, it is fuch 
a diforder, as never has happened to any one whatfoever. If 

U 2 ever 
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, ever fuch a thing did happen, it was moft likely to have be*n 
before the art of writing was brought, to that perfe&ion, and 
had received thofe improvements, which it had in St* Mat- 
thew's time : inftead of this, not one of the books of the Old 
Teftament, nor Homer, Hefiod, Demofthenes, Ifocrates, &e. 
who wrote long before St. Matthew's time ; nor any of the 
books of the New Teftament j nor Cicero, Ovid, Horace, 
nor any of the Roman poets or hiftorians, who wrote about 
his time, have fufFered any fuch misfortune, as Mr. Whifton 
fuppofes this Gofpel to have done. It is true indeed, Spi- 
noza, and after him father Simon, and Mr. Whifton, have 
" imagined fame fuch di/keations to -have happened to Jbme parts of 
' the Old Tejianent (as has been (aid in the Preface}. But after 
the clofeft examination of what they have (aid, I can find little 
more than bare aflertionsj and therefore till ibme further 
proof, than yet'has been, be made, I -muft conclude their opi- 
nion tfelfe. 

2. It doesnbt fecm conftftent with that care, which Divine 
Providence always did exercife, and may be reafonablj^ fup- 
pofed always would exercife, towards the books of infpi&tian, 
to fupppfe this Gofpel fo confufed and difordered as Mr. 
Whifton does. Every one, who is, at all acquainted with the 
hiftory of the Jewish nation, muft needs acknowledge, that a 
remarkably kind Providence has always concerned ttfelfin me 
prefervation of the books of the Old Teftament. In the moft 
degenerate ftate of that unhappy nation, in the times of their 
ignorance and idolatry, their flavery and captivity, the books 
which were given them by God, and received into the Canon 
of their Church, were prefer ved.fafe and uncorrupted, not- 
withftandiiig.thc malicious efforts of their enemies to the con- 
trary. It doei'tfbt appear that any 6ne of all thefe books has 
been loft *, though their conquering enemies endeavoured to 
the utmoft to deftroy them. A remarkable inftance of this 
Jofephjus tells us : b j viz/. that Antiocbus Epiphanis, when be 

' * VideTurretiu.de Scrip. Qiweft. »T; idgf^flot, xeu Sth k*xo» xccnZi 
, 7 .etSpanhm.Diib.£vang.p*r.*. : *^ or f . Amiq.JM.; 1. ti. c. 5 . 

***$*: **'.». kv * ,* • nxfi «§••+» Th * la ' ne account. we have 
"fc 'H^/fiTo '«, 1? we '0JCx* l i Mice, 1.56, 57. ' - • 
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hadfubdued Jernfalem^ tried ' all pffible methods, to ahoiijh the 
religion of the jiws\ and, in order to tbat> made particular 
fiarcb after tide facred volume^ dejlroying it wherever it was* 
ftuna\ and pumjhing %vitk death all thofe in whofe poffitfloh ii\ 
was. But he, who was the author of them, took care ©f ; 
them, and preferred them not only from being loft, hot from 
being in any remarkable degree corrupted. It is true indeed, 
there are feme flight Corruptions crept into' the text, both of 
the Old and New Teftament, through the carelefsnefs of. 
tranfcribers ; there are a great number* of various * lections in» 
both j but theft are fuch as without a conftant miracle could - 
not but happen, and are to be found in as great, or greater 
number, in feveral of the profene authors (as the learned Dr. 
Bentley ha9 very* well obferved *), and are for the moft part- 
flich, that 1 it is not much matter which reading we choofe. 
But the corruptions, which Mr; Whifton fuppofes in St. 
Matthew, are of another rtature : thefe are fuch as render the 
text of the Gofpel very precarious, and make it depend upon- 
the judgment and fancy of every one, who pfeafes to alter it*. 
And is this 'now confiftertt with the care of Divine Provn 
dence ? Is it likely God would permit this uJefuL Gofpel to be 
thus confufatty put together by fuch a blunderer, who out of 
twenty parts couW not put but one in its proper order ? Thisi 
Aire can never be believed by any, who acknowledge a divine: 
Providence to have concerned itfelf at all about the facred vo- 
lume. ' 

3. It is very improbable this part of St: Matthew's Gofcpel 
fhoukt'be fo dlfordered and* confined ; becaufe all the other » 
pkart *of it is. exactly in the order, in which the Evangelift 
wrote, wif hout the leaft tranfpofition. *Mr. Whlfton^s hypo- 
thecs, by which he accounts for the diflocation of the feveral: 
pettods 60 the former part of this Gofpel, is, that they were' 
wrote upon feparaie and diftinft pieces of paper: now upon v 
this hypothecs 1 argue thus ; , : 

Either St. Matthew wrote the other pacts of his Gofpel on> 
ihiatt .pieces of paper, or he did not. If it befcid, he did not, 
then it is yet more unaccountable, that he fliould write this for- 4 

..if"' ' • • , 

:t A*&¥® to tfc JPjifcowrfe <*f Free TJiixjking, Part I. p. 64, &c. 
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mer part fo : it is incredible, that tKefc fourteen chapters fhonld' 
be written on twenty feveral piece! of paper, and the other- 
fourteen on one large roH. If on the other band itfeeHaid, tfaC' 
St. Matthew wrote the latter part of Ms Gofpel, aitte did th* 
former, on many pieces of paper ; thelitis *te left incredibly 
that none of thefe pieces &ouM hire the iSuHr-miafertuAd tov 
be difordered and roifplacedVaJ <the former, ikwean it h& 
fuppofed ptfffibte* that every one of the paper* in the latter^ 
part fhould be in its fight anil due enters and 4iot fo tftudi a^ 
one of the former but is mMj^aced, except the* fl*fc$ I con*- 
elude tbcrefoi*i*thit'tte fornix part of thft Gofpel fe notoiif- 
piaced. ."» • m * " • * . x * • ' • a% **sm*. ^;*»^uO 1 *„ 

4. The hhprobability of this part of St. fftatifcew's Gofpel 
being mifplaoed* 'will appear, if we <*Afider'ehat'4hcWha*v 
been no time ever ftnc*4fe Matthew-wfole, WWiieh there' 
were not fomectrcufnftartre^^hHh tfouM prevent iucha&f J 
onbn To evident tMfe.I- argue thus i If tb'tf f>art of ^8t. 
Matthew's Gofpel be misplaced; either tBr dtfbrfer happened' 
in the Apoftlet' time, or not<tiH- after drift deeeafe. But ^r 
it is> impreb^te4totAitteppeHdi in their tiito^fd it is raWly 
impoffibte>tha**t (hoi/ld have haft>ene<J alftfwirih. •*« 

I. It ie «0pprtbablev thft this ^foixfereoiad ifappen fn the 
time of ti*ei Apoftkn' for if ithadt-Cfcey woald, no doubtf,-ftftVe. 
re&ified it* ^Many reaforts ttottld oblige theft), Hot to Rifled 
fo great a dtftocatkm to^eftulm itv the Ooipet- Wftory* Thejr 
would never recommend a book to- the- perufal of their con- 
verts, which they knew jtiMy cMirgeabfe vrtthfkicb notorious 
corruptions. It is mudhm^e^ reportable to fuppfcfe, that, if 
this Gofpel was then mifpl^ce<l i and out o^^Wer> they would 
reftore it tojjs proper order, and teke 1 t^re that feme copies 
ihould be made, in which the biftories (hoidd be placed in the 
fame order in which . the Evangelift wrote. Now if they did 
this, it is ftrange none of thefe copies ihould have others mado 
from them, but all the books in the world (hould proceed from, 
one difordered copy, madf in the Apofttes' tune, 
, It may perhaps be faid) that this diforder might happejt in 
the ApofUes' time, and they be ignorant of it. This, indeed, 
is poffible, but very improbable. The office and hufinefs of 
an Apoftle was to preach the dootrine, and publifli the mi- 
racles, 
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raciest of Jefiis Chrift. Now St* Matthew having,. by the 
influences of the Holy Spirit, collected a. very early, full, and 
iuthentkk account, both jpf the .dq&rines and miracles o£ 
(thrift, them can be no dpuht but the Apofties would make 
ufe of it thetpfelves, and. wrommead. it to the vtik of others. 
Not to have done this, would h^ye been to cafl that contempt 
upon the work of one infrired Apoftle* which we cannot fup- 
pole another would do; befidesnot &>< have made ufe of this, 
would have been to neglcft one likely means of obtaining the 
ends of their apoft Whip. He^cc Eufebki* * teUs us; that 
when die .pious Pantienus (who lived in the time of Iremeus 
and Origan) went U preach the Go/pel to the Indians^ where 
Su Bartbekmm had hem preaching* the Gefpel he/ere him^he 
few*** there jtf>* G$el, ef S* f Matthew* No doubt the Apo- 
fties, whenvthey went abroad to preach die Goipel, did take 
both this and the offaer Gofpels aloqg with them, and left co- 
pies of theni, when they were gone, for the life of their con- 
verts, as I fhali (hew more fully hereafter. Hence it feems 
very reafonable to conclude the Apofties made ufe of this Gof- 
pel 1 which, if they did, they being eye*witnefies to the hif- 
tory, could not but perceive 4ucH dislocations and mifplacings, 
as thofc which we ace treating of, and fo, no dotjhtj would have 
corre&ed them. This argunjeet is abundantly confirmed by 
a teftiraqny of Eufebius a J; yist. that the three former. GefpeU 
werrperufedhy Su Jihn 9 and that be approved them. Now if 
Su Matthew's Gofp?l Jh*d 4>een fe confufedly fet together, as 
Mr. WhU^nfupppfes,St. John would certainly never have 
#prft*ed of it- , Mr* Whffbn, cannot queftioji this teftimony 
of Eufebius, having Jiimfelf ufed it on another occafion c . I 
conclude &ei*fore,.th*t this dtfbrder did not happen to this 
Gofpel in the Apofties 9 time. . 
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27* Dlforder Mr. Wh'iftwx fafpojcs in-ths farmer Par.P0f.Sti 
. Matthew's (Sofpel, eouli mt piffiblf happen iftttthe Apoftkf 

Time y hecdvfe of the great Umber of Qpies y ffot ota* 
. fpread abr&d inth* World in their Ttme» t Tke Time when 

fy. \Matth*%v wrote* and 4be DiJIanee between that Time and 
. St, JphtC $ fijatb mji&rid. That the Gojpelswere very 
. k much dijpe*#d'i/i-tbe jfytfikj\ Time, largely pnpveds Mr* 

Hcbbei, Mr- Taktd, snd Mr. Bodweti's Nmm^fthe G<fi> 

pels le'mg a iorig whilt minium and cvnceaied, confuted by 
. feyeraf Arguments* ; 

II. A ' S this diforder did not happen in the time of the 
ri Apoftles, fo it neither did nor poflibly could .happen 
afterwards. Mr. Whifton does not any where bint to us, at 
what time he fuppofes thefe diflocations made; nor doe$ fylc* 
Toinard fay any more in this refpeS, than that ti&y were 
done, anii'^uJffi?ha fchcdarum tranfpofitioni x by a very ewtont 
confufion of the papers, on which, they .wqre wrQtp. It was 
not without reafon that they thus left &e time vp4eterf»hwd # . 
feeing well aware of the difficulties that would attend thair 
hypothefis, if they had' determined ifr • fp f^h,4iflacatioii$ 
could not happen in the Apoftles' tiflve, fo it was. morally ua~ 
poffible they fhould have happened afte#v;ujds : to mention n& 
other arguments, this will iufficiegtly jmjHjaj. by the two Al- 
lowing confiderations. 

1. That 'there were a very great ^utpber of tfeefc Golpds, 
fpread up arid down in the world before the Apoftles* death. 

2. The Syriack Verfion, which feems to .have been made 
in the Apoftles 1 time, has the feveral branches or periods of this 
hiftpry in the fame order with our prefent Greek copies. 

1. The diforder or dislocation, which Air. Whifton fup„ 
pofes in St. Matthew's Gofpel, could not poflibly happen after 
the Apoftles' death 9 becaufe between the firft writing of it 

and 
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and that time, there were a vary great number of true copies 
fysgd m, different parts- of the world? which would certainly 
prevent it* It is not very eafy, indeed, fJrecifely to determine 
the tim$, in which cither this,. or arty of the Gofpels, was' 
wrote.' The ropft antient account, which I have met with,* 
about the time of St. Matthew's writing) k ' in Irenaeus, viz. : 
that he -write it s when St. Piter and St. Paul were preaching 
the Gofpel at Rome \ ..When St. Peter was at Rome is not 
very certain ; Ireftaeus tells us here,; it wa$ the fame time that 
$t. Paul was there, viz. in the third year of Nero (according 
to Eutebius, in his Chronipon), and the fifty-ninth of Chrift; 
and to this moft chronotogers b agree. Now according to this 
account, thi* Gofpel WW not written til! about twenty-fix 
years after our Lord's afcenfiom But this feems very impro- 
bable, becaufe the Chriftian converts cannot be fuppofed to 
have been fo long a* time <fcftttute of any written account of 
our Saviour's miracles and dacVineo It is much more likely, 
that this Gofpel was wrote, at the time, when Eufebms has 
placed it in his Chronieon, vie. inthe- thtai year of Caligula,' 
and, the forty-firft of Chrift. To this agrees the account of 
TheopbylaS S that St. Matthew write Us Gofpel about eight 
years after ovur Lonfs afieftfio*. The fern* is affirmed at the 
end pf &veral jantient raanufirripts. So,' for inftance, in that 
?f tie** (vvhlch.he gave to the Univerfity of Cambridge, and 
is.fep^ed t^oioft antient manufcripc of the Gofpels' in the 
vwldj^ttofris written 4 ; The Gofpel of St. Matthew was 
pu#ift>*4. eight yvm dfte* our: Lord's afcinfion-. The fame is 
writtje^ at <be end.'cf anrantient manufcript * m Mr. Colbert's 
library. ,Ta the ftme purpofe, at the erftl of the old Arabict 
Ver^ionj Of this Gofpel ;i ft is written* i Sr, Matthew wrote 
eight years after our Lord afcended, in the firjl year of Clan- 
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dlus *. Now if we take this laft account, 'ami reckon from 
St. Matthew's Writing eight ^ears -after our Lord'* *&enfiort 
(in the laft years of Caligula, or thefirft of Claudius) to the 
death of St. John, we (hall find the intervening/pace to be 
about facty^eaf* ; for St. John lived till the reign of Trajan, 
as Irenaeus*, who lived not long after him, and Clemens 
Alexandrifaus', inform us. Now Trajan, according to Eti- 
febius d , began bis reign in the year of Chrift 101; fo that front 
St. Matthew's writing tn the year of Chrift 41 to the death 
of St. John in Trajan's reign* muft he at leaft fixty years 3 
and, in this long interval, there were* undoubtedly great num- 
bers of copies of this Gofpel difperftd in att thofc diftant 
countries, where the Gofpel was preached. Vfcry probably 
many thoufand Spies' Were inadej and fent into all tbofe 
places, where Chriftitftity pTevrifedv Eufebius % (peaking 
concerning the Evstfgeftfts: m the apoltofiek times, fays. 
They trmttted uptixnd'Amjun in the wrld t preaching the Gofoet y 
drid wry indvftrhH]fl}-**ii*%Mnrtd> ^ +ZrM»t tZuyyirim v^a- 
A&*» yf*pfa *. e. H dtjpirje abroad copies ef the holy Gejpels. 
And m another place f 'heaflures us, 5 that, before St. John 
wnUbh-Xh/l*!) the other Gtfpels were in the binds of oilmen. 
If this be true, is it a* thing credible, that rf all the copies that 
have been fcnownu? the world, not one* fliould be derived from 
any of tfcofc vaft numbers df copies that wero taadc; and fpread 
abroad in thewodd^m dfc Apoftlcs' time ? Can it be imagin- 
ed, that all the manufcripts i n the world are derived from one 
confined* mifplaced .copy , that Was made after the ApofHes* 
time i aftd hot fo mitth as ond from any of -thofe irihumerabfe 
copies, that were in theteright Wder till the ApoftltV death ? 
This) I think, caninot without mfcriiM abTurdity he luflpofed. 
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It tfiil not be at ajlfercigftta^y prefeot purpofe, to cor* 
ftder a Kttle i^re. particularly* what a great number of copies 
of the Goipels, and pari$ularl y<>f St. Matthew'-s, we^c fpread 
abroad tfi.the wofcjd iftths Apoftles* time, at leaft before the. 
death jof St> Jpfcn. I dip the nv*re inclined to confider this 
ffiatter, becpufe, I &id»£ very learned writer, has taken fomc 
pains t£ perfuade, the ; world, ^^ the:Gpfpels^ and other writ T 
ings of the Nefu TeJiafnenU Myfifr :4 k*& time concealed and 
umbferved in the world. ; The pe* fen I mean is Mr. Dod« 
well t who in his. elaborate Diflerta^iqns upon Irenaeus* tells 
^is, That, the Canonical writings ff the $Jew Teftament lay con- 
cealed and unknown in the coffer s of fomc private churches, *r 
perhaps Jeme private perfons, till the plater times ofTrajan^or 
perhaps of 4drian ( i. e. till the year of Chrift, 120, or perhaps 
*3°*)*fe tfa* they, ™* r * not at all known by the Catholick 
(iburch. , He proceeds for a fwge'.or two, in &ying things 
much to the fame purpofe. > IMtv ^Poland, obferving how 
much this pafiage would fcrve bi$j}uipofe, .to render the Canon 
of Scripture uncertain* #an£gih.t* it at large in his ^myntor* 
arid declares his aflent to, the truth of it V Mr. Hobbes, in 
his leviathan, J* vcjrymwrk flffbe &#w opiqion; he fays e , 
The copies of the k§okiofthe^tw Tffianunt wer^not many*-* 
That the Counci* of Lfodicea. is tfafrft. tve know -of, that re- 
commended the Bible to 4he\ tJunrChrjJliaH.Jfafjhes^Tbcit the, 
copies of the book of the New .Tefianunt werei tken\*nly in, the 
hands of the e{ckjrq/l{cfo,£tc. J <do not defign particularly to. 
difcufs this iirhunfical and j^oyadleft opinion. ^Jr. Nye, 
in his Anfwer to Aipyntor * r Mu Le Clerc r i» his Rsfle&ions 
on tjiefe two Sections of Mn £>od well % and Arqhbi&opTe* 
nifon, in his Arjfwer to Leviathan f , hav v e fulE^iently. done this 
already, I fhall only endeavour by two or three arguments to 
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evidence, that the Gofpels were fo much difperfed abroad ia 
the world, that no fuch confufion could happen to St. Mat* 
thew, as Mr. Whlfton fuppofes. This will appear ; 

Jt. If we confider the defign and end, for which thefc (a- 
cred books were written. They were not written for the ufe 
of any one private particular perfdn, but for the benefit and 
jnftni£Hon of all mankind. They were books of a more 
large and extenfive importance, than any which had ever yet 
been publifhed in the world ; they were fuch in which the 
prefent and future happinefs of all men was nearly concerned* 
And is it likely, fuch books (hould lie concealed in private 
chefts or coffers, fome for forty, others for fifty, fixty, feventy, 
or more years ? The zeal of the Apoftles arid firft Chriftians, 
for propagating Chriftianity, was not fiich as it is reprefented, 
if they would be fo negligent as this. If this be fuppofcd, it 
follows, that they flighted one of the moft* likely means to 
make men converts to their new religion. Whatever others 
(lid, one would imagine the penmen of thefc facred* books 
fhoiild themfejves have taken cafe to distribute and difperfc 
thehu ' If they did not thus, 'it' will follow, that they had not 
Very juft regards to that holy Spirit, who Influenced therh to 
write.' Befldes Chnftianity, in'its very jnfancy^ made a very 
great noife in &e worljl V the' 'dp'cVmes* qt. it were new and 
furprliingi yaft numbers continually* embraced it: one would 
think therefore, that, liad there been nothing elfe, men's curi- 
ofity would have influenced tnerri to procure thofe authentick 
Accounts," which the Goipels contain V that (o they might 


tory of the War of the Jews, He immediately fold great num- 
bers of his books to the Romans^ fnus^ and others^ who under- 
food the Gretk&fgffi&e.. And can it lie ' fupjpofeil that.this! 
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the moft ufcful and remarkable hiftory that ever was. in the 
world, Ihould lie in private coffers, quite concealed and un- 
known, for fo long a tirfie as has been mentioned. 

2. It will appear, that copies of the Gofpels were difperfed 
in the Apoftles' time, intodiftant countries, and did not lie in 
the coffers or cherts of arty private perfons ; if ,we confides, 
that they are made ufe of, and referred to, by all thofe, who 
are reputed to be writers of the apoftolick age* except 
Hennas, whofe defign did not at all lead him to cite them. 
The writers I mean (which &re indeed the only ones we 
have), are Clemens Roman 14s, Barnabas, Ignatius, and Poly* 
carp 5 each of which (though they lived in very diftant coun- 
tries) had, and made ufe of 9 thofe Gofpels, which were pub- 
lifhed when they wfote their Epiftles. I mean the Gofpels of 
Sr. Matthew, St, Mark, and St. Luke ; for, as far as I have 
obferved, they do none of them cite, or fo much as refer to, 
any thing which is in St, John's Gofpel ; whiqh) by the way, 
feems fame what like an argument, that thefe Epiftles were 
written before that GolbeJ. 

Mr. Dod well, in the Differtationjuft now mentioned, 
would perfuade us, that the writers of the apoftolick age have 
made no ufe, in their books, of the Gofpels, or other writings 
pf the New Teftament. This is mpft apparently falfe, as 
^ny one may eaiUy. perceive, who will read thofe books with 
this view. It is fufficient to my prefent purpofe, to fheiy 
that St Matthew's Gofpel is cited by thefe writers. 

A Table of places; cited out of St. Matthew's Gofpel by-t^ 
" Apoftolick fathers* 

J,, Clemens Rom^us, in his Epiftk, to the Corinthians^ 

, . chu xijj, advifes, them, to remembe/- feveral of our Lord's 

fayings, which. #e recited by St..]\datfhew, chfjp. vi. 14* 

• • and vii. 1, 2, 12. . , . • -• ,, , 

11. Barnabas, eft. iv. cites Matth.,c)v xx, 16. and xxii. 14., 

" V § Ch. v, he refers tp M M^th, *£.. 1$. . , 

Ch. v, he. cites a prgpheqy qy£ ol Z.echariah* ch'. xiij. 7, 
in words different both frQpi.the Hebrew, and the Sep~ 


tuagint, 
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tuagint, but exadly the fame with our Saviour's words, 
as related by St. Matthew, ch. xxvi. 31. 

Ch. vii. he cites Matth. xxvii, 54. 
Ch. xix. he refers to Matth'. v. 42. 

III. Polycarp> in his Epiftle to the philippians # ch. ii. cite* 
Matth. vii. i, and v. 3, 10. 

Ch. vi. he cites Matth. vu 12, 14, 

.Ch, vii. he cites Matth. vi. 13* andjexvi, 4^ 

IV. Ignatius, in his Epiftle to the Smyrneans, ch, u cite* 
Matth. iii. 15. 

In his Epiftle to Polycarp, ch. li. he cites Matth. x. 16. 

In his Epiftle to the Ephefians, ch. xiv. he cites Matth* 
xii 4 33. Tilde are reckoned among his genuine Epi~ 
flies. 

* 
• By a careful obfervtng of tbefc writings \vtlth this viewv pec* 
haps there may be found feverai other places o£ this Gofpel res* 
ierred to in them. Thofe now Cited are Sufficient to prote, 
that this Gofpel was widely difperfed iaulthe Apoftles' time f 
and made ufe of in very .dUfcuit countries ; for Clemens, wrote 
his Epiftle from Rome, Barnahoa<floiB>GypruS| Polycarp from 
Smyrna, Ignatius from .^aittoch ;.and thefe were places .widely 
diftant from each other. K-theh thefe ,Go^da were, thus in 
the hands of all thofe of that age, whofe writings we now 
have, it is very reufoiuble to fuppofe, they were alfo in thfe 
hands of innumerable others* . - 

I would *>nly. add,, that in the Coitftitutions, which Mr. 
Whifton fuppafes to be tht Jpoftle$\ and cqlle&ed by Cle- 
mens, this Gofpel is frequently cited, and recommended, 
among die other facred Gefpeis, to the perufal of all Chrifl> 
ians ; which would have been very abfurd, if the Gofpel* were 
not difperfed, and fpread abroad in the World. 

3. This matter will be further confirmed, If we Confider, 
how much it was the practice of the firft Chriftians to read 
the Scriptures. St. Paul's Epiftles were wont to be publickly 
read in the churches, to which they were written, Aikf other 
churches too, as is plain from thofe words, Col. iv. 16. And 

when 
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when this Epiftbe is read among yfcr, ctmfeibat it be read alfi iH 
the church o f the Labdic earn \ and that ye Ukewift read the Epijlle 
from Laoduta* Timothy has this charafier given him by St, 
rPaid, that hefrm a child had made the Scriptures bisjiudy, 
a Tim. Hi. 15. It feems to me very probable, that he means 
■here both the Scriptures of the New and Old Teftament ; fot 
he gives them this charader, that they 'were able to make him 
wife unto fahation; which chara&er at that tim£ did inoft 
ftt»perly belong to the hooks of the New Teftament, which 
were then' written- Polycarp, in hisEptftleto thePhilippi- 
ans, tells them, he did mt d$ubt but they .zuere conxrerfant with 
the /acred Scriptures. The laft CanoA of the Apbftles obliges 
all Laity and Clergy, to procure the j acted books, both of the Old 
*nd New Teftament % and b# U c, 5, the -ChriftiafW- are re- 
quired diligently to read the Gofpels *• This is authority, 
which Mr. Whifton will not difpute. If then the Cbriftians 
did, and were obliged to read the Gofpels, they did not lie 
concealed and unknown till the times of Trajan or Hadrian* 

I would only add here, that reading the <Gofpels was one 
part of the public fervice of .the primitive Chriftians^ in their 
religious aflemblies. . It is certain- that a great part, of the 
Jewifc worfhip in their fynagogues, confifted in reading of 
the Law b » Jofephus tells us* that they did Ms in obedience 
;to the command of Mofet c . Now it is well known, that die 
Chriftians conformed tbem&hres very much in their worfhip Co 
the cuftoms of the Jews. Juftin Martyr d , who lived but-a 
Jittle while after the Apoftles' time, tells us," That on the day 
which is called Sunday, there was an affesnbly of all, that 
lived (near) in town or country, ; in -the. ferae place;, add 


u 
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" the hiftoridal memoirs of the Apoftle* (i.e. the Gofpeis) and 
iC the writings of the prophets were read." ' 

Now from all this I think it is evident, 4 great.wimber df 
copies of this Gofpel were Spread abroad in* the world) in the 
Apoftles' time. Thefe, as has been proved, were u« then- 
right order, irt which St. Matthew* wrote ; and fined k is»im>» 
poffible. but fome of thofe copies' that art in the world, muft 
be derived from fome of * tbefe, and fince ali die copies that 
are in the world, are in the lame order with our prefent co#- 
pies; it neceflarily follows, this part of St.. Matthew's Gofpei 
has not been- mifplaced or difordersd fince the ApoftleV timcv . 


> \ * ..... 
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"5^. Matthews ' Gofpel j irftiur prefirft Ctym y %var not'difttr&ered 
and miftlaced fmee the Apojiles* 'TtM^'becaufe the Syria A 
Verftortj which wai mhde in the Apt/ties* frm^ is irt We fame 

' Order vJlih our prefent Copies. An Attempt to prove > Mtt the 
SytiacWerfion Was made in that^Trme. Syriack was tBe 
LaHgnage tifthejewi'irt thi Aphftle? Time.' Grirat fifutis 

' bers of Jeios were- converted to'Chriftidnity^ ahft^Berefofe 

* yieeded a Ferfon in that Language". *•• M i ■ 

BY what has been feud in- the. forgoing Chapter, itia evi- 
dent St. Matthew's Goipel wasxH>t:roifpUced fince the 
A oodles' tune: the fame. will be further proved, if we con- 
fider $ 

2. That the Syriack Verfion, which feems to have been 
made in the A pottles' time, is exa&ly in the lame order in this 
part of St. Matthew's Gofpel, with our prefent copies. This 
Is an argument, which undeniably proves the point I am con- 
tending for, if it can be made appear, that this Verfion was 
made in that time. It is not to be expe&td, we fhould have 
as clear evidence of this, as we have of fome other matters of 

hft 
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hBt in the Apoftolick times ; becaufe, of the. vaft number of , 
Jews, who were at firft converted to Chriftianity, and who 
made ufe of this Verfion, there is not one (except the Apo* 
files), who has wrote any thing which is conrte down to our 
present time, Nevertheless, I hope to make it at leaft pro* 
bable, that this Verfion was mack in the time of the Apoftles. 
In order to which, I will fhew ; 

I. That Syriack was the language in ufe among the Jews, 
in our Saviour's and the Apoftles' time. 

3. That it was very neceflary a Verfion fliould be made, 
and very likely a Verfion was made, of the New Teftament 
into this language in the Apoftles 9 time. 

3. That it is probable this Verfion, which we now have, 
is the feme which was then made. 

x. The Syriack was the language in common ufe among 
the Jews, in the time of our Saviour and his Apoftles, Till 
die Jews were carried captives to Babylon, they undoubtedly 
retained their own language, viz. the pure Hebrew, and un- 
derftood not Syriack, as is plain from 2 Kings xviii. 26. and 
Jer. v. 15. Being at Babylon for feventy years, they learnt 
the language of the country, which afterwards they never loft. 
This was a place (fays the great Bochart*), always fatal to the 
Hebrew language* That which they learnt, was not very 
much different from the Hebrew, though it went under a dif- 
ferent name, and was called fometimes Chajdee, and fometimes 
Syriack: foDan* i. 4. it is called crrtttt mh) i. e. the tongue of 
the Chaldeans \ and ch. ii. 4. the fame is called Syriack) the 
Chaldeans ffake to the King r\lT\K i. e. in the Syriack tongue. . 
It was this (perhaps a Httle altered), in which our Saviour and 
his Apoftles converfed b , and the Jews generally, in their time: 

for 

• Eadem Babylon, ubi caeterae b Is vcro Syrorum Sermo, Chrifti 

linguae natas funt, temper Hebraicse et Apoftolorum temporibus, propter 

fuit fatalis* femel in confufione diuturnam illam in Bab^lone cap- 

Linguarum, et rurfur cum Judaei tivitatem, et Affyriorum contra in 

ibi captivi patrhim fermonem didi- Jndaeam tranflationem, genti He- 

cerunt. PnaJeg. 1. j. c. 15. braicae populates fuit et vernaculus. 

See to the fame purpofc Dr. Pri- adeo ut nulli tunc fctrent Hebraic?, 

deaux Conned, of the Hift. of the nifi qui finguiari ftudio ex libris 

Old and New Teft. Par* 1. B. 5. didici&nt. Quamobrem Chriftum 

jytf Par. 2. B. 8* quoque et Apoftolos eodem fermone 

Vol* III* X popu- 
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'for the proof of this, I fhall only alledge a few places .out of the 
New, Testament » the great number of Syriaclt words, that 
are to be found therein, do fufficiently prove it, vip* fuch as 
Talhba Kumi z , Epbphatha^^ Eloi E x loi lama fabachtbani c y Be* 
the/da d , Golgotha c , Gabbatba f , Raca g , Cephas h , Aceldama l 9 
JSoanerges k 9 Maran-atha\ Bar~Jona m ) Abba n > &c- Theft 
are all evidently Syriack words (as they know who are ac- 
quainted with this language), which were ufed by the Jews in 
and about our Saviour's time. I would only obferve con- 
cerning one of thefe Syriack words, viz. the word Aceldama^ 
that it is faid to be h rn iSi* om^Uru aCrup, i. e. in their own 
dialett or language. It f is true indeed, that two; or three of 
thefe words are cajled Hebrew, . fo John v. 2, h . hrAfyvpim 
•EGpdirl Brftio-U, which is called in Hebrew Bethefda y and John 
xix. 13. 'EfyatV* Yq£fy&a 9 i.. e. in Hebrew, Gabbatha. But it 
is a very trite and common obfervation^tliat Syriacjt and.Ctel- 
dee are frequently called Hebrew; whence. Nonnus in his 
Greek Paraphra(e on Tohn, f tranilates c E?gaVpV j;^y /*v%, inthe 
laft place cited \ and yer. 17. he renders the fame, word %i?iv 
: r6pa. So Philo° and the Fathers commonly call Chalcjee and 
Syriack, Hebrew- -Nor is this ftrange, when we confider that 
Hebrew was the old language, from whicji thefe. tyro dialeds 
(very little different from it) are derived* ..... . \ 

The ol ( d Hebrew was fo far from being; the language of 

the country at this time, that they had now,, and fojr. a long 

• time before had, an officer in the fynagogues* called ?pj"»nt$> 

.whofe bufmefs it was, when the Old Teftament was reful, to 

tranflate the Hebrew, and giv.e the people the fenfe of it, period 

by period, in Chaldee, or Syriack p . , Hence. alfo it was, that 

• - ' * 

j)opularibus fuis locutos fuifle, cum h John i. 42. 

ipfa ratio, turn in Graeco relifbe * Acts i. 19. 

■voces Syriack, iatw evmcuat. 1 Tre- « k Mark iii. 17* 

-mdl. Praeiat. in Teii, Syriac. . .V ,1 .Cor., xvi. za. m 

a Mark v. 41. m Matt xvi. 17. 

b Mark vii. 34. * Mark xiv. 36.' ' 

Mark xv. 34. ° Vid. Caikub. ad Baron. An* 

Johnv. 2. nal. c. xvi. §. 11. 

e Matt, xxvii. 33. p Dr. Lighttoot Harm, of the 

f John xix. 13. ' Goipels, Year 31. §. 13. 

8 Matt< v. 22. .... 

the 


chap, xxin. tf St. Mattheto' s GofpeL 171 

the Ofctiftrt i. c. the Cbaldct tranjlettions of the Old Teftament 
were made in* or before, our Saviour's time. 

There has been a controverfy between the learned Mr, 
Voffiiis, and Father Simon, concerning the language the Jews 
fpake at this time. The former pretends, that Greek was * 
then the language of the Jews ; but Father Simon has fuffi- 
ciently (hewn the weaknefs of his arguments 5 . It feems to 
me very evident, the common Jews did not at all underftand 
Greek; It was indeed the language moft known in the 
world (much more perhaps than either Latin or French are 
now) ; arid for that reafon, as has been faid, the books of the 
New Teftament were wrote in it : but the common Jews were ' 
noi acquainted with it; and therefore St. Paul, when he was 
apprehended at Jerufaleni, though he fpake to the officer (who 
perhaps was a Roman) in Greek (A&s xxi. 37;); yet, when 
he made his fpeech to the people, he fpake U 'e£§»& ^axUru y 
in the Hebrew tongue^ or, which is the fame (as has been 
proved)," in the Syriack. He knew the people could not un- 
derftand him in any other v and fo we find, that, when he fpake 
no' ihorc^Greek, but in their own language, they diligently 
hearkened to him, ch> xxli. 2. Hence Jofephus tells us, that 
he' Wrote his Hiftory firft in Hebrew, or Syriack, for the ufe 
of his countrymen; but afterwards, that it might be of more 
extehftve ufe, tranflated it into Greek : though (as he fays a 
little after) he was very backward to that work, becaufe it was 
a language very, different from that of bis country V 

2. This being the language of the Jews in our Saviour's 
time, it Was very neceflary a Verfion (hould be made, and 
confequentlyi likely a Verfion was made, of the New Tefta- 
ment into this language, before the Apoftles* death. Although 
the body and greateft part of the Jews reje&ed Chriftianity, 
yet there w6re very confiderable numbers of them that em- 
braced it. We read, Afls xxi. 2C. of many (pt/pa'%c) ten thou* 

• • * 

* Voflf. Refponf. ad iterat. P. c E*; «tto3iflMrit» ipft %cu £bws 

Simon objeft. . fcax^re awSiietK Praefat. in 

b Critic. Hift, of the New Tcft. Antiq. Jud. §. 2. 
Par. 1. r. 6. 
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fands of Jew$ that btlievtd % and received the dodrines of 
Chrift. There can be no reafonable doubt, but that great ad*' 
ditions were made to their number continually, both at Jeru- 
falem, and other parts of Judaea. And now can it be fuppofed, 
that fo many thoufand converts (hould be left fo long without 
tbofe infpired books, which confined the foundation of their 
religion ? Here, and here only, they could have a particular, 
exa&, and authentick account of the doftrines of that religion, 
which they had embraced ; and is it not likely they would en- 
deavour to get thefe books translated into their own language i 
Either the Apoftles, or themielves, ceitainfy would take care 
to have a Verfion made. 

i. It may reafonably be fuppofed* that the Apoftles,, who 
were fo much among the Jews, would take care to hare the 
Gofpel Hiftory and their own writings publiibed among them, 
in their own language. Their zeal for the intereft of Chrift- 
ianity (which was in all reipe&s fo very great) would un- 
doubtedly influence them to take this probable method of ad- 
vancing It. Add to this, the particular fondnefs and affe&ion, 
that appeared in feveral of them, towards their own .country- 
men. Nothing lefs than a revelation from heaven, would 
ferve to convince Peter, that he might leave them, and go to 
preach to the Gentiles'. The concern St. Paul had lor them 
and their intereft, was fo tender and paffionate, that he was 
even ready to wijb himfelf accurfed from CJiri/t, if fo be they 
might be happy \ And now, would not all this their ?eal for 
Christianity in general, and their particular love to their coun- 
trymen, excite them to procure a Verfion of thefe facred 
books for their ufe ? Nothing can be fuppofed, which would 
prevent the Apoftles from doing this, unlefs we fuppofe they 
were of the fame mind with the Papifts, viz. thai the Scrip- 
tures ought not to be tranflated into the common languages, 
for the ufe of the people. But the Apoftles were of a differ- 
ent opinion in this matter from their pretended fucceflbrs, 
who for intereft have made it religion, to keep the people in 
ignorance. Their grand employment was, to inftru& men in 

* Aft* x. 9, &c. k Rom. ix. }. 
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the hiftoryand do&rines of Chrift; and now was anyway 
more likely to do this, than giving them the Scriptures in their 
own language ? The fame reafon, which put each of them 
upon writing in Greek, for the univerfal benefit of mankind, 
would very probably influence thofe of them, who were at Je- 
rufalem, to tranflate their books into the language we are 
fpeaking of. Well does Tremellius argue on this head a ; " It 
<c is altogether probable", (he is fpeaking of the Syriack Ver- 
fion), " that it was made in the very beginning of Chrifti- 
" anity, either by the Apoftles or fome of their difciples ; un- 
c< lefe we will choofe rather to believe, that in writing, they 
u had regard only to thofe of other nations, and very little, or 
c< none at all to thofe of their own/' But, 

2. If we fuppofe the Apoftles thus negligent of the intereft 
of the believing Jews, and not to have done this for them, 
we may with a great deal of reafon fuppofe, that they would 
take care to have it done themfelves* Every body knows, 
how prodigioufly fond the JeWilh nation, was of the facred 
books of the Old Teftament, becaafe they came from God; and 
would not the converted Jews be likewife fond of the books 
of the NeW Teftament, which* they believed alfo came from 
God? They were careful enough to get the Hebrew of the 
OM Teftament tranflated into Chaldee, and may be as rea- 
sonably fuppofed (I mean they who were converted) to get 
the Greek of the New Teftament tranflated into Syriack. 
Upon the whole, I think it fair to conclude, that a Verfion of 
the New Teftament was made into this language in the time 
of the Apoftles. 

* Pratfat. in Verf. Syr, 
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CHAP. XXIV. 

The" Syriack Verfion^ which we now have, is the fame which 
was made in the dpoflles* Time. This proved by three argu- 
ments. The Syrians, from whom we had #V, believed it to be 
the fame. It is improbable the Antient Verfton jbauld be lojl. 
It wants the Paris of the New Tejlament^ which were laft 
written. 

1HAVE attempted in the foregoing Chapter to fl^ew, that 
a Veufion of the New Teftaroent was made into Syriack 
in the time of the Apoftles ; I {hall now endeavour to prove* 
3. That the Syriack Verfion which we now have, is the 
fame which was then made. , In order to which) I obferye j 

1. That it was conftantly and universally believed by the 
Syrians, from whom we had this Verfion, that it was made by 
St. Mark the Evangelift. The truth of this depends upon the 
testimony of Poftellus*, a learned man, who aflifted Widman- 
ftadius in his firft edition of this Verfion j and avers, that he 
received this account from the Syrians thernfelves, when he 
travelled among them, to acquire the knowledge of their lan- 
guage and cuftoms. * 

2. Whether this Verfion was made by St. Mark or not, it 
is very improbable that the Church at Jerufalern or Antioch, 
or any other Church, for whom the Syriack Verfion was firft 
made, would fuffer it to be loft. There was no more proba- 
bility of the Syrians lofing their tranfiation, than of the Greek 
Churches lofing their original. A Church of Chriftians, who 
were in pofi'effion of fo valuable a treafure, would be continu- 
ally ufing it \ its copies would be daily multiplying amongft 
them, and fo they cannot reafonably be fuppofed to, have loft 
it ; they looked upon it as the word of God, though not in 
the language in which it was originally written, and therefore 

* Guid. Fabrit. Praefat. in Syr. Teft* 

would 
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would be careful in preferving it. Every one knows, how 
exceeding fond the Jews were of their Chaldee.Verfions of 
the Old Teftament. Galatinus tells us a , they paid the fame 
refpett to them^ as to the original itfelf: and is it not likely 
the Chriftian Jews would be as careful of their tranflations of 
the New Teftament, as the others were of the tranflations of 
the Old ? 

3. The Syriack Verfion, which we now have, is the fame 
which was made in the Apoftles' time, becaufe it has not in it 
thofe books of the New Teftament, which were laft written, 
viz. The fecond Epiflle of Peter y the fecond and third of John y 
the Epiflle of Jude^ and the Revelation. Thefe indeed have 
been added, fince this Verfion was brought into Europe, viz, 
the four Epiftles by Mr. Pocock, and the Revelation by De 
Dieu ; but it is, 1 think, agreed by every body, even the edi- 
tors themfelves, that thefe are but modern tranflations. Now 
there can be but two probable reafons affigned, why they were 
wanting in the copy brought by Mofes Meridinaeus into Eu- 
rope, and the other antient Syriack copies ; viz. either, 

1. Becaufe they were not received into the Canon, and 
judged authentick, when this Verfion was made. It is cer- 
tain thefe books were not at firft received by all, but for a long 
time reje&ed by many, as Eufebius tells us b : or 

2. They are not in the Syriack copies, becaufe they were 
not written when the Syriack Verfion was made j and this in- 
deed feems moft probable; for had they been written then, 
thofe fo ufeful Epiftles would have been tranflated, for the 
fame reafon as the others. This was the argument, which, 
among others, convinced Tremellius c and the learned Bp. 
Walton d , that this Verfion was made in the Apoftles' time. 
I conclude therefore, fince this Verfion has the feveral periods 
of St. Matthew's Gofpel, in the fame order with our prefent 
Copies, that they never have been difordered or mifplaced. 


* De Arcan. Cathol. Verit. 1. 1. c Praefat. in Nov. Teft. Syr. 

C. 6. * 4 Prolegom. in JJibl. Polyglot. 

* Hift. Eccl. 1. 3. c. 24., 25. 8c xiii. §-15, 
1. 6.c. 25. & 1. 7. c. 25. 
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ACTS of the Apostles, 

**• written by St. Luke, 1*5. 
when written, 128. early trans- 
lated into Hebrew, 1*9. proved 
to be Canonical, became in all the 
antient Catalogues, ibid, cited by 
the primitive Chriftiant, ibid, read 
in their churches, 133. received as 
Canonical by the churches of 
Syria, 135. rejected by forne of 
toe earlieft Hereticks* but with- 
out any reafon aiBgned, 1 36* 

Adulterous woman, Hittory 
of, in St. John, not an interpo- 
lation, 124. 

Alogians, affirmed St. John's 
Gofpel to be written by Cerin- 
thus, 123. 

Ambrose, his teftimony concern- 
ing the four Gofpels, 9. 

Am mo ni us, his Harmony of the 
Gofpels, V. 21. 

Anabaptists, German, denied 
the authority of St. Matthew's 
Gofpel, 46. 

Antiocmus Epiphanes, his ea- 
gernefs to deftroy the facred vo- 
lume, V< 157. 


Arabic Version of St. Mark, 

Stnred to be very late, by De 
ieu, 69. 

Aristaas, his teftimony that the 
Jewifh books were written on 
parchment, V. 1 % 1 . 

AthanasiUS, his teftimony con- 
cerning the four Gofpels, 9. 

Athbnagora8, his references to 
St. Matthew, 34. 

Austin, his teftimony concerning 
the four Gofpels, 9. Hit obier- 
vations on the opinion that Su 
John never died, 109. 


B 


Babylon, in 1 Pet. v. 13. ge- 
nerally thought to mean Rome, 
66. * 

Barnabas, cites St. Matthew, 
17. V. 165. St. John, 117. 

Baronius, his opinion that St* 
Mark wrote in Latin, confuted, 
67. 

Bellarmine, his opinion that St. 
Mark wrote in Latin, confuted, 

Bent- 


INDEX. 


Be NT LEY, his remark concerning 
the various reading* in the Scvip- 

' tures, V. 157. 

Bishop, this word and Pre/byttr, 
titles of the fame perfon in the 
time of Clemens Atexandrinus, 


107. 


1 
v 


Catalogues of the Scriptural 
books in antient writers referred 
to, to prove the authenticity" of 
the four Gofpels, 10. 

Cave, his explanation of what is 
meant by St. Mark's being called 
the interpreter of St. Peter, 63. , 
his opinion of St. Luke's Ityle, 

86. fuppofed him not to have 
been one of the feventy difciples, 

87. his opinion of St. John's 
ftyle, 116. , 

Chrysostom, his teftimony con- 
cerning the four Gofpels, 9. his 
argument on their difagreement, 
V. 41. 

Clemens Alexandrinus, con- 

• tinually cites the four Gofpels, 
now received, 8. his account of 
St. Matthew's temperance, 13. 

• his citations of him, 36. of St. 
Mark, 75. of St. Luke, 99. of 
St. John, no. aicribes the A£ls 
of the Apoftles to St. Luke, 1 26 . 
cites them, 132. His account of 

...St; Mark's Gofpel recorded by 
Eufebius, V. 50. 

.Clemens Romanus, cites $t. 
Matthew, ^o. V. 165.' St. Luke, 
9$ f St. John, 117. the A6ls of 
the Apoftles, 129. 
Cyril of Jerusalem, his tef- 
timony concerning St. Matthew's 
Gofpel, 42. 


Daille, mews that the Fathers 

. \ were often miftaken, V. 138. . 

Dionysius Alexandrinus, 

thought the ftyle of St. John's 

. ' -. <5o%l. pure and elegant* 115. 

Don well, his opinion that the 

*-'! firft Chriftian Writers had no cer- 

•-otauk Canon, which they cited, t 5. 

his raiilake in fuppofmg that 


none of our Gofpels were cited 
by the<e*r)y Fathers, 30. V.165. 

and that the Gofpels lay a long 
time concealed, V. 163. argues 
that the Evangelifts could not 
have feen the writings of each 
other^V, 76. 
Du Pin, oppofed the tradition that. 
St. Luke was one of the feventy 
difciples, 87. 


£ 


Estius, accounts for St. Mark's 
having omitted feveral circum- 
ftances, honourable to St. Peter, 
♦6©VV. 53. 

EusE*Bit78,*h!s teftimony that the 
three former Golpels were ap- 
proved by St. John, 2. V. 159, 
exprefsly excludes from the Ca- 
pon all but the four Gofpels, 
now received, 9. his account of 
St. Matthew's writing his Gof-. 
pel, 14. fixes the time of it, 48. 
V. 161. an accurate chronologer 
and hiftorian, 51. accounts for 
St. Mark's having omitted feveral 
circumftances honourable to St. 
Peter, 66. hU teftimony con- 
cerning St. Luke's Gofpel, 90. 
compofed a Harmony, V, 22. 

Eutychius Alexandrinus, 
his teftimony that St. Mark 
wrote in Latin, of no weight, 69. 


Fat hers, often miftaken,V. 138. 
their ignorance of Hebrew,- V. 
142. their error in fuppofing St. 
Matthew to have written in that 
language, ibid. 

Faust us, his objection to the au- 
thority pf St. Matthew's Gofpel, 

45- 


Gospels, only four acknowledged 
• by the primitive Chriftians, and 
thofe genuine, 1 . their order in 
many early writers, the fame as 
at prefent, 92. different in the 
Cambridge MS. 93. a great 
many copies of them Jpr,ead a- 

broad 


INDEX. 


broad before the death of the 
Apoftks, V. 160. read in the 
afiemblies of the primitive Chrii- 
tians on Sunday, V. 167. 

Grabe, fuppo&s the firft Chriftian 
writers to have cited no certain 
Canon, j6 f 

Greek language, its extenfive 
ufe in the time of the Apoftles, 
68. V. 14.9. 

Grotius, miftaken in fuppofing 
Matthew and Levi to be different 
perfons, j 1 . affigns a reafon, why 
the laft part of St. Mark's Got- 
pel was wanting in fome Greek 
copies, 82. his opinion of St. 
John's ftyle, 116. his conjecture, 
that the laft chapter of St. John's 
Gofpel was not written by him, 
without foundation, 124. 


H 


Hammond, his obfervation on the 
difagreement of the Gofpels, V. 
42. his argument to (hew, that 
St. Mark\s Gofpel was written 
from the account of St. Peter, 
66. V. 53. 

Harmonies, by whom compofed, 

V.2J. 

Pe brews, Gofpel .according to 
the, pofTefled by the Nazarenes or 
Ebionites, V. 139. written in 
Hebrew, and fuppofed by them 
to be the true Gofpel of St. Mat- 
fhew, V. 140. the fame opinion 
held by many, ibid. bi^lhewn to 
be falfe, V. 141 . made ufe of by 
Origeu, Epiphanius, and Jerome 
only, V. 143. 

Heraci*eon, miftaken in fuppof- 
ing Matthew and Levi not the 
' fame perfon, 1 1 . 

Hermas, Shepherd of, St. Mat- 
thew cited in it, 23, 

Hobbes, his miftake in fuppofing, 
that the Gofpels, &c. were for a 
long time unknown to the gene- 
rality of Chriftians, V. 163. 

Hypotyposes, account in them 
of St. Mark's Gofpel, 63. 


Ignatius, cites St. Matthew, 29. 


V. 166. St. Luke, 97. St, John, 
xi8. 

Iren^us, fhews that no more 
than the four Gofpels, which we 
now acknowledge, were in his 
time acknowledged in the Churcb, 
6. cites St. Matthew, 35. *hhs 
notion of the time, when St. Mat- 
thew's Gofpel was published, 4$. 
V. 161. his account of St. 

• Mark's writing his Gofpel, 62. 
V. 50. his teftimony concerning 
St. Luke's, 90, 91. cites St. 
Mark, 75. St. -Luke, 98. St. 
John, 119, afcribes the Acts of 
the Apoftles to St. Luke, 125. 
cites them, 130. informs us that 
before his tirtie there was a large 
number of fpuriops Scriptures., 
V.25. 

J 

Jerome, his teftimony concerning 
the four Gofpels, 9. his account 
of St. Matthew's writing his 
Gofpel, 14. fays St. Mark wrote 
his Gofpel from St. Peter's in- 
formation, 62. V. 51. his tef- 
timony concerning St. Luke's 
Gofpel, 90. his account of St. 
John's defign in writing his Gof- 
pel, 111. affirms the Acts of the 
Apoftles to have been written by-* 
St. Luke, 127. 

Jesus Christ, why he command- 
ed fecrecy to the leper, V. 95, 

John, Su his approbation of the 
three fqrmer Gofpels, recorded 
by Eufebius, 2. V. 159. Scrip- 
ture accounts of him, 10 1. ac- 
counts of him from the Fathers, 
104. his death, to8. his defign 
in writing his Gofpel, in. the 
time, in which it was written, 
113. his Gofpel tranflated into 
Hebrew, 115. admired by the 
Platonifts, ibid, its ftyle, ibid, 
proved to be Canonical, 116. in 
all the Catalogues of facred books, 
ibid, cited by the primitive Chris- 
tians, 117. read in their church- 
es, 122. objection againft it, an- 
fwered, 123. efteemed Canonical 
by the Syrians, ibid. 

J s E P H u s , his teftimony, that the 

Jewllh 
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Jewim books were written on 
parchment, V. 121. 


Lactantivs, his account of St. 
Peter's being at Rome, 72. 

£s Clerc, his opinion concerning 
the time, when St. Matthew 
wrote, 49. fuppofes it incredible, 
that St. Mark or St. Luke had 
fecn St. Matthew's Gofpel, V. 
76. 

L'Enfant, his opinion that St. 
Matthew wrote in Greek, V. 

i5»- 

Lvcian, his excellent directions 
for writing hiftory, V. 43. » 

Luke, St. Scripture accounts of 
him, 83. accounts of him from 
the Fathers, 85. not a Jew, 86. 
the opinion of Jerome and others, 
that he was more (killed in Greek 

- than the other Evangelifts, ibid. 
a pbyfician, ibid, one of the fe- 
venty difciples, 87. the compa- 
nion of St. Paul, 88. his death, 
89. his reiiques faid to have been 
carried to Conftantinople, ibid. 
his Gofpel wrote from the in- 
formation of the Apoftles, &c. 
. 90. under the direction of Paul, 
91. his defign in writing it, 92. 
the time,- in which it was writ- 
ten, ibid, is Canonical, 95. in all 
the Catalogues of Canonical 
books, ibid, cited by the early 
Chriftians, ibid. and feveral 
others, ioo. read in the primitive 
churches, ibid, efteemed Ca- 
nonical by the churches of Syria, 
ibid, he wrote the Acts of the 
Apoftles, 125. does not in the 
beginning of chap. 1 . allude to 
either of the genuine Gofpels, V. 
24. Verfe 3. of chap. 1. ex- 
plained, V. 32. % . 


u 


Ma nic HE es, alone among the an- 
tients, objected to the authority 
of St. Matthew's Gofpel, 45. 
rejected the Acts of the Apoftles, 
136. 

Marcion, and his followers, had 


a different Gofpel of* St. Luke, 


100. 


Mark, St. Scripture account of, 
53. account of him from the Fa- 
thers, 56. a companion or inter- 
preter of St. Peter, 53, 54, 57, 
62. preached in Egypt, 57. one 
of the feventy difciples, 58. his 
death, 59. tradition of his re- 
lieves being removed to Venice, 
ibid, occafton of his writing his 
Gofpel, 60. wrote under the di- 
rection of St. Peter, 61. his 
Gofpel went under the name of 
St. Peter, 66. V. 50. the lan- 
guage in which it was written, 
67. the time of his writing, 69. 
his Gofpel proved to be Ca- 
nonical, 73. in all the Catalogues 
of Canonical books, ibid, cited 
by the Apoftolic Fathers, ibid. 
but no places cited from him, 
which are not alio in St. Mat- 
thew, 74. and but one by Juftin 
Martyr, ibid. Irenaeus cites him 
by name, and refers to places 
which are in no other Gofpel, 
75. Tertullian alfo cites that 
which is in no other Gofpel, 76. 
His Gofpel read in the primitive 
churches, 77. was in the Syriac 
collection of facred Books, 78. 
objections to it, 79. is not an 
abridgment of Sr. Matthew's, 
ibid. V. 48. the laft chapter ge- 
nuine, 80 inftances, in which he 
relates things more fully than 
St. Matthew, V. 57. feveral in- 
ftances of his difagreeing with 
St. Matthew, V. 7 1 . a Catalogue 
of hiiiories related by him, which 
are not in St. Matthew, V. 77. 
things omitted in his Gofpel, 
which are in St. Matthew's, V. 
78. his Gofpel not an epitome, 
becaufe infpired, V. 8x. becaufe 
the fuppoung it to be fo, detracts 
from its honour and uferulnels, 
V. 82. and alfo greatly inva- 
lidates his teftimony, V. 84. did 
not defign in all things to obferve 
the order of time, V. 91. 

Matthew, St. an account of him, 
10. occafion of his writing his 
Gofpel, 13. his Gofpel Ca- 
nonical, becaufe it is in all the 

ant lent 
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ontient Catalogues, 14. cited hy 
Barnabas, 17. V. 165. byCJe- 
mens Romanus, 20. V. 165. in 
the Shepherd of Hernia*, 23. by 
Polycarp, %j. V. 166. by Igna- 
tius, 29. V. i6€. by the Fathers 
next the Apoftolick age, 31. alio 
in the Conititutions of the Apo- 
ftes, V. 166. read as Scripture 
in the primitive churches, 41. 
received by the churches of Syria, 

43. ufed by Bartholomew in his 
preaching, 44. written in Greek, 

44. 47. V. 14$. objected to by 
the Manichees, 45. its authority 
denied by the German Anabap- 
tifts and Servetians, 46. the time 
of Ms writing his Gofpel, 47. 
V. 161. it was written before 
the reft, 50. branches of it, 
which Mr. Whifton fuppofes to 
be mifpiaced, V. €9. Several of 
theft in the proper order of time, 
•V. 93. none or thofe branches, 
which are not according to the 
order of time, mifpiaced, V. 1 o 1 • 
his Gofpel not a translation from 
the Hebrew, V. 137. arguments 
to mew, that he did not write in 
that language, Vi 148. 

Mill, his error in fuppofing the 
firft Chriftian writers to have 
cited no certain Canon, 16. in 
fuppofing that the Gofpels and 
the Epiftles of St. Paul alone 
belonged to the New Teftament 
in the time of Chryfoftom, 133. 

Moses, the beft and moft accu- 
rate of hiftorians, yet does not al- 
ways bbierve the order of time* 
V. 35. 


few, that it ihottld always be -Jo*. 
V. 44. obferved in feveral parts 
of St. Matthew, which Mr. 
Whifton iuppofes to be mif- 
piaced, V. 93. 
Origen, his testimony that th* 
early church received only four 
Gofpels, 8. miftaken in fiippoung 
Matthew and Levi not the fame 
perfbn, 1 1 * his account of St. 
Matthew's writing his Gofpd, 
13. (ays that St. Mark wrote by 
the direction of St. Peter, 62. 
V. 51. afcribes the Alts q£ the 
Apoftlesto St. Luke, 116. 


Pawt^nus, found the Gofpel of 
St. Matthew among the Indians, 
V.150. 

Paper, firft ufe of, V. 116, not 
ufed by the Jews, V. 128. 

Papers, feparate, on which ac- 
cording to Mr. Whifton St. Mat- 
thew wrote, V. 131. 

P api as, fays St. Matthew's Gof- 
pel was in common ufe in his 
time, 45. his. account of St. 
Marias, 61. 

Peter, St. things honourable to 
him, not mentioned by St. Mark* 
64. V. 51. at what time he was 
at Rome, 70. 

Polycarp, his teftimony con- 
cerning the four Gofpels, 3. cites 
St. Matthew, 27. V. x66. the 
Acts of the Apoftles, 130. 

Publicans, their office explained, 
V. 133. 


Order of time, not intended to be 
obferved by the Gofpel writers, 
V.29. inftances of its being vio- 
lated by St. Luke, V. 30. not 
ftriclly obferved by other hifto- 

* rians, V. 34. violated by the 
writers of the Old Teftament, 
ibid, by prophane hiftorians, V. 
38. wny receded from by the 
Evangehfts, V. 39. becauie ge- 
nerally obferved, it does not ioi- 


Seneca, a noble refolutionof his, 
V. 49. 

Servetians, denied the authority 
of St. Matthew's Gofpel, 46. • 

Simon, his miftake in fuppofing* 
thegreateft part of the Scriptures, 
now extant, to be mere abridg- 
ments, 79. V. 83. in fuppofing, 
that the Gofpels, and the Epiftfes 
of St. Paul» were alone reckoned 
to belong to the New Teftament 
in the time of Chrvfcftom, 333. 

; - bis 
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his resfoh fof thinking St. Mark's 
Gofpel not an epitome of St. 
Matthew^s, V. 79. one of the 
greateft enemies to the Scriptures, 
V. 83. V. 113. 

Six tv s Senensis, his attempt to- 
reconcile Irenaeus and Eufebius, 
concerning the time when St. 
Matthew wrote, 53. a peculiarity 
in St. John's ftyle obferved by 
him, 116. 

Spinoza, one of the greateft ene- 
mies to the Scriptures, V. 83. 
V. 113. afferted, that moft of the 
books of the Old Teitament were 
abridgments of larger records, 
V. 83. 

Suetonius, frequently violates 
the order of time, V. 28. 

Syri ac Version of St. Matthew, 
in the fame order as our prefent 
Greek copies, V. 160. V. 168. 
made in the time of the Apoftlrs, 
109. Syriac then the language 
of the Jews, ibid, that which we 
now have is the antient Verfion, 

J 74- 


T ati an, his Harmony of the four 
Gofpels, 4. V. 21. 

Tertullian, has exprefsly de- 
termined the number of Gofpels 
in his time, to be four, 7. lays 
the Gofpel of St. Mark went 
. under the name of St. Peter, 66. 
cites St. Mark, 76. histeftimony 
concerning St. Luke's Gofpel, 
90, 91. he afcribes to St. Luke, 
the A£s of the Apoftfes,* 126. 
cites them, 132. 

Testament, books of the Old, 
always preferred by Providence 
fafe and uncomiptea, V. 156. 

Theophilus Antiochenus, 
his references to St. Matthew, 
34. to St. John, 119. 

Timothy, the Martyrdom of, an 
extract from it in Photius, 2. 

Toinard, his Harmony cited, 
V. 114. 

Toland, his opinion, that the 
firft Chriftian writers, had no cer- 
tain Canon, which they cited, 1 5. 
thought that the Gofpels of St. 


Mark and St. Lvks mould be of 
no greater authority, than the 
works of the Apoftoliek Fathers, 
80. his miftatoe in fuppofing, 
that the Gofpels lay a long time 
concealed, V. 163. and that the 
Nazarenes and Ebionites were the 
fame perfons, V. 139. 

W 

Wells, an opinion of his cenfured, 
V. 109. 

Whiston, his many curious and 
ufeful difcoveries in his Har- 
mony, V. 22. miftaken in fup- 
pofing, that the former part of 
St. Matthew's Gofpel is mif- 
placed, ibid, his opinion, that the 
Evangelifts intended to obferve 
always the order of time, confut- 
ed, V. 29. he fuppofes St. 
Luke's Gofpel to be perfectly in 
the order of time, V. 30. fur- 
nifhes the author with a reafon, 
why the Evangelifts differ, V. 
42. his argument, that, becatife 
St. Matthew for the moil part 
writes in this order, he never re- 
cedes from it, V. 44. alfo, that 
the notes of time, &c. are as 
many in that part, which is. now 
mifplaced, as in that which is in 
its proper order, ibid, he fuppofed 
St. Mark's Gofpel to be an epi- 
tome of St. Matthew's, V.47. 
his own epitome of the Gofpel 
hiftory, V. 79. the argument he 
derives from the laft-mentioned 
fuppofition, V. 87. the branches 

• of St. Matthew's Gofpel, which 
he thought mifplaced, V. 89. 
he accounts for this difbrder, by 
fuppofing that St. Matthew wrote 
on fmall pieces of paper, V. 1 12. 
his obferration that the prefent 
Gofpel of St. Matthew is a 
translation from the Hebrew, 
V. 137. he fuppofes the diforder 
to end, and the true order to 
begin, at the death of John the 
Baptift, V. 1 54. 
Whitby, his explanation of the 
word xaSst-rrf in St. Luke, V- 33. 
he has confidered the teftimony of 
the Father*, concerning St. Mat- 
thew's 


INDEX. 


thew's Gofpel having been firft 
written in Hebrew, V. 138. 
(hews that they were ofteji mis- 
taken, ibid. 
Writing, manner of, among the 


antients, V. 115. among the 
Jews, Greeks, and Romans, be* 
fore and in our Saviour's time, 
V. 118. 
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P. 57. 1. *• for HjpoHpfcs read Htfotyfofn 
72. 1. 6. after Romans place a coWM 

/« rAe Vinkuatum* 
&5» 1. 7. for won/ read twit 
£*• 1. 13. for flf lead gf 
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